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Accentuating the role of managerial cognition in business model design, scholarly work recently 
conceptualizes business models as cognitive phenomenon reflecting managerial mental models. 
However, this theoretical position has been largely criticized for its emphasis on the limitations 
of human cognition, resulting in studies that explore the manifestation of cognitive constraints. 
To further advance the conceptualization of business models as cognitive structures, this disser-
tation focuses on the cognitive heuristics undergirding managerial reasoning to counter cogni-
tive biases inherent in the design of new business models. Providing implications for research at 
the intersection of cognition and business model design, our studies are situated in the context 
of corporate entrepreneurship initiatives, spawning the entrepreneur at the nexus of individual 
and idiosyncratic context. 
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Economic momentum progressively enhances the complexity and conundrum 
underlying strategic decision making (Brown and Eisenhardt, 1997; Hitt, 2000). In the 
pursuit of opportunities arising from volatile settings, firms need to incessantly review 
their competitive positioning to formulate strategic responses (Ireland and Hitt, 1999; 
Gavetti et al., 2005). As alterations in products or processes often involve considerable 
investments in resources (Amit and Zott, 2010), business models constitute an eminent 
means to ‘commercialize new ideas’ (Chesbrough, 2010:354) that ‘create and capture 
value for … stakeholders’ (Casadesus-Masanell and Zhu,  2013:464). In developing the 
logic of how firms create and capture value (Teece, 2010), business models direct 
strategic courses of action (Spieth et al., 2014).  
The conceptualization of business models gained significance in macromanagement 
research in the last two decades (Spieth et al., 2014; Foss and Saebi, 2017). Although 
the phenomenon is not yet ultimately understood, research increasingly converges to a 
common understanding of business models as a firm’s ‘design or architecture of the 
value creation, delivery, and capture mechanisms’ (Teece, 2010:172). Becoming 
recurrently obsolete in light of environmental dynamics, business models themselves 
ascended to the subject of innovation, thereby complementing the more conventional 
forms of renewal, such as process, product, or organizational innovation (Zott et al., 
2011).   
Authoring the business model concept as a critical unit of analysis for empirical 
research (Morris et al., 2005; Zott et al., 2011), manifold theoretical positions are 
developed to explain how firms design and implement business model configurations 
(Spieth et al., 2014). However, firms face impediments in dealing with the complexity 
and uncertainty in reconfiguring business models (Sosna et al., 2010). Besides structural 
constraints, cognitive biases represent a main obstacle in eliciting breakthrough business 
model innovation. Whereas corporate firms face organizational inertia and further lock-
in effects that result from previous business model designs (Chesbrough, 2010; Demil 




base that adversely affects the configuration of viable business models that vindicate 
their insistence (Zott and Huy, 2007). Resulting in cognitive logics fostered by past 
experience (Pryor et al., 2016), corporate and entrepreneurial firms are assumed to 
substantially differ in the way they process and encode information (e.g. Das and Teng, 
1997; Baron, 1998; Allinson et al., 2000; Keh et al., 2002). Whereas corporate firms 
possess of knowledge structures already proven, the reasoning of entrepreneurial firms 
is less bounded by rationality (Pryor et al., 2016), allowing the sensing as well as seizing 
of opportunities.  
To cope the cognitive constraints faced by both corporate and entrepreneurial firms, 
corporate entrepreneurship initiatives are being established as integrated networks 
coordinating mutual efforts in business model design. Leveraging diverse resources and 
capabilities to entrepreneurial firms, corporate incubators and accelerators aim to 
facilitate the business development of entrepreneurial firms while equally allowing to 
attract new ideas into the knowledge and resource bases of corporate firms (Hansen et 
al., 2000; Hackett and Dilts, 2004; Becker and Gassmann, 2006; Gassman and Becker, 
2006; Weiblen and Chesbrough, 2015; Pauwels et al., 2016). By combining the scale 
and scope of corporate firms and the innovation capacity of entrepreneurial firms, 
corporate entrepreneurship initiatives foster the configuration of novel business model 
designs, thus providing a podium for long-term growth and firm renewal (Kohler, 2016).  
Given the aforementioned idiosyncrasies, corporate entrepreneurship initiatives are 
assumed to constitute a means to elicit business model innovation by overcoming the 
inherent cognitive biases involved in the design of new business models. As corporate 
entrepreneurship initiatives bring together managers from different thought worlds, they 
allow to access faceted evidence regarding the conditions that affect reasoning 
undergirding the design of new business models. Representing firms’ value-creation and 
value-capturing activities, business models provide a viable perspective in furthering 





Accentuating the role of managerial cognition in business model design, scholarly 
work recently conceptualizes business models as cognitive phenomenon, reflecting 
managerial mental models (e.g. Tripsas and Gavetti, 2000; Tikkanen et al., 2005; 
Chesbrough, 2010; Doz and Kosonen, 2010; Sosna et al., 2010; Aspara et al., 2013; 
Martins et al., 2015; Kulins et al., 2016). As such, ‘business models stand as cognitive 
structures providing a theory of how to set boundaries to the firm, of how to create value, 
and how to organize its internal structure and governance’ (Doz and Kosonen, 
2010:371). Emphasizing the role of managerial and organizational cognition, this 
perspective underlines changes in managerial cognitive structures to precede business 
model innovation (Foss and Saebi, 2017).  
However, the cognitive perspective on business models and business model 
innovation has been largely criticized for its emphasis on the limitations of human 
cognition, resulting in studies that explore the manifestation of cognitive constraints 
(Martins et al., 2015) such as bounded rationality (Hastie, 1991; Ocasio, 2011; Porac 
and Tschang, 2013). Responding to scholarly calls for further advancement in the 
conceptualization of business models as cognitive structures, this dissertation focuses 
on the cognitive heuristics undergirding managerial reasoning to counter cognitive 
biases inherent in the design of new business models.  
2 Theoretical framework 
Although reaching definitional consensus of the business model as system of activities 
(Zott and Amit, 2010), various theoretical positions exist that explore the design of such 
systems. Whereas some positions argue that firms design new business models in 
response to exogenous changes following systematic and unsystematic processes (e.g. 
Amit and Zott, 2001; Chesbrough, 2010; McGrath, 2010; Teece, 2010), others argue 
that business models themselves are the origin of industry change, being designed in the 






2.1 Theoretical perspectives in business model research 
Referring to the work of Martins et al. (2015), three theoretical perspectives on business 
models can be delineated, offering distinct elucidations of alterations in business 
models’ underlying activity systems, i.e. rational positioning view, evolutionary view, 
and cognitive view.  
Rational positioning view 
The rational positioning view explains business model alterations as a response to 
exogenous change. As deliberately designed systems (Casadesus-Masanell and Ricart, 
2010; Zott and Amit, 2010), business models reflect rational managerial choices that 
‘shape and design both the organizational activities and the links (transactions) that 
weave activities into a system’ (Zott and Amit, 2010:218). Thus, technological as well 
as regulatory changes require managers to make new decisions regarding the design of 
such systems to make business models proprietary to changing interdependencies (Amit 
and Zott, 2001; Teece, 2010). As such, business models represent optimized systems of 
activities for value creation and capture (Martins et al., 2015).  
Evolutionary view 
The evolutionary view proposes that business model innovation is a result of 
organizational experimentation ex post (Chesbrough, 2010; McGrath, 2010). In 
response to specific challenges or opportunities deriving from highly dynamic and 
uncertain business environments, a change in business model configurations is rather 
driven ‘by trial than by forethought’ (Gavetti and Rivkin, 2007:424). Based on trial-and 
error learning, the evolutionary view explains business model change as an incremental 
process aiming to design business model configurations that are competitive in given 
contexts (Sosna et al., 2010). Emphasizing the role of inertia involved in routines, the 
evolutionary perspective in business model research points to the process of local search 
(Gavetti and Rivkin, 2007), thus accentuating the ambiguous role of established 





Whereas the rational positioning view and the evolutionary view anticipate exogenous 
change in context to drive business model innovation, the cognitive view in business 
model research emphasizes structured cognitive processes to direct business model 
innovation in the absence of exogenous imperatives. Specifically, the cognitive view 
argues that business models represent managerial mental models or schemes (Martins 
et al., 2015). As such, mental representations and sensemaking are most important in 
designing a business model’s interdependent activities that create and capture value 
(Sosna et al., 2010; George and Bock, 2011).  
Although providing considerable advances in business model research, all 
theoretical positions exhibit limitations in uncovering the processes underlying the 
ideation and design of new business models. Characterizing the manager as ‘highly 
rational decision makers’ (Martins et al., 2015:103), the rational positioning view falls 
short in capturing the emergence of such systems of activities. In equal measure the 
evolutionary view has been criticized for the questionable relation of deliberate 
cognitive efforts and behavior (Gavetti and Rivkin, 2007). Being dominated by research 
on cognitive constraints, the cognitive view in business model research still offers 
potential for uncovering the processes involved in the design of new business models. 
This dissertation therefore directs its research interest toward generative cognition 
underlying managerial reasoning in business model design.  
2.2 Cognitive view in business model research 
In the absence of exogenous imperatives, previous research points to the role of inertia 
in business model design. Referring to the work of Martins et al. (2015), (i) complexity 
(Ward, 2004; Baden-Fuller and Morgan, 2010), (ii) integrity in the system of activities 
(Casadesus-Masanell and Ricart, 2010), as well as (iii) the self-reinforcing nature of 
business models (Chesbrough and Rosenbloom, 2002) represent main obstacles in 
business model innovation. Differentiating from but complementing the aforementioned 




a prominent research stance, aiming to explain how business models can be changed 
through processes of generative cognition. Uncovering the cognitive processes that 
underlie managerial reasoning in countering the cognitive biases inherent in business 
model design is important as it will ultimately allow to understand the prospects for 
value creation through business model innovation (Martins et al., 2015).  
Acknowledging their growing relevance, business models represent an important 
unit of analysis in entrepreneurship and strategy scholars. Building on the cognitive 
perspective in strategy (Barr et al., 1992; Rajagopalan and Spreitzer, 1997; Gavetti et 
al., 2007; Gavetti and Rivkin, 2007; Narayanan et al., 2011) and on generative cognition 
in psychology research (Ward, 2004), business models are progressively conceptualized 
as idiosyncratic representations of managerial schemas (Martins et al., 2015). 
Accumulating knowledge and allocating frames for interpreting novel stimuli, schemas 
are perceived as ‘cognitive structures that represent knowledge about a concept or type 
of stimulus, including its attributes and the relations among attributes’ (Fiske and 
Taylor, 1991:98). Aiming to increase cognitive efficiency by streamlining and filtering 
out information, schemas organize individual knowledge at diverse levels of scope and 
abstraction (Martins et al., 2015).  
As the business model concept recently moves from an objective, environmental 
construct (Thompson, 1967; Christensen and Rosenbloom, 1995) toward a cognitive 
construct, business model schemas are characterized as ‘cognitive structures that consist 
of concepts and relations among them that organize managerial understandings about 
the design of activities and exchanges that reflect the critical interdependencies and 
value-creation relations in their firms’ exchange networks’ (Martins et al., 2015:105). 
In this sense, business model schemas are design logics (Porac and Tschang, 2013) that 
organize the design of the system’s architecture (Casadesus-Masanell and Ricart, 2010).  
Given their structural characteristics, schemas tend to be particularly self-
reinforcing and inertial (Rindova and Petkova, 2007; Martins et al., 2015). In the realm 
of strategy and psychology, however, cognition research argues that managers can 




twofold. In the absence of exogenous changes, a change in business model schema might 
require (i) executive attention (Parasuraman, 2000; Ocasio and Joseph, 2008; Ocasio, 
2011), as well as (ii) dedicated strategic processes (Ward et al., 1997; Ward, 2004). 
Providing the latter, research claims that schemas can be changed, and entirely new 
schemas can be created through controlled information processing and targeted 
cognitive operations (Martins et al., 2015). Given this, a change in business model 
schema will inevitably result in business model innovation.  
Building on these central lenses in cognition research, this dissertation aims to 
advance theory of business model innovation through generative cognition. The 
following chapter specifies the theoretical contribution of this dissertation project.  
3 Scientific contribution 
This cumulative dissertation comprises three distinct articles that are set in the context 
of corporate entrepreneurship initiatives, broadly contributing to the cognitive 
perspective in business model research. Referring to the business model as 
representation of managerial mental models constituting the unit of analysis, all articles 
analyze various cognitive manifestations that undergird managerial reasoning in 
business model innovation. Specifically, we focus our research interest on the design of 
new business models, since this is the domain which lacks sufficient understanding. 
Table 1 provides an overview of the dissertation project and its corresponding articles.  
First, building on the nascent view in cognition research arguing that inherent 
business model schemas can be proactively changed through controlled mental 
operations, the first article investigates the cognitive scripts corporate and 
entrepreneurial firms use when collectively engaging in business model design. We 
found that the cognitive scripts identified converge into a shared design logic that 
induces change in existing business model schemas, thus overcoming the inherent 
cognitive inertia.  
Second, to deepen the research findings spawn by the first article, we strive to 




on individual entrepreneurs, our research findings suggest that entrepreneurial managers 
combine intuitive cognitive mechanisms as well as more deliberate cognitive processes 
to make sense of novel stimuli.  
Third, noticing through our first and second article that our research approach does 
not take account of contextual factors that might potentially influence individual 
reasoning, we shift the focus of static and more individualistic conceptions of 
entrepreneurial cognition to a more dynamic view, taking account of environmental 
factors. As our research shows, individuals are typically embedded in environments that 
socially frame resources and opportunities, thus implying cognitive stimuli that affect 




Table 1. Overview of dissertation project 











How does the interplay 
between the dominant logic 
of incumbents and the 
emergent logic of 
entrepreneurial firms 
influence the design of new 
business models in the 




Managerial cognition is a boundary condition in business model design. 
Managerial reasoning of corporate firms is driven by logical deduction, 
whereas managerial reasoning of entrepreneurial firms follows the 
principle of induction. 
By combining distinct cognitive scripts assigned to the dominant 
business model logic of corporates and the emergent business model 
logic of entrepreneurs, managerial reasoning converges into a shared 








How do entrepreneurs cope 
with cognitive biases 
inherent in business model 








Intuitive cognitive mechanisms and more deliberate cognitive processes 
undergird entrepreneurial reasoning in business model design by acting 
upon cognitive scripts.  
Whereas some cognitive mechanisms support cognitive processes by 
sourcing knowledge situated beyond the immediate entrepreneurial 
context, other cognitive mechanisms inhibit cognitive processes by 
sourcing knowledge situated in the immediate entrepreneurial context, 










How do the unfolding 
dynamics between 
entrepreneurial cognition 
and contextual factors 




Entrepreneurial cognition is embedded, grounded, and distributed, i.e. 
material objects, social actors and the interactions among them undergird 
entrepreneurial reasoning in business model design.  
Both individually and collectively, acting toward and with material 
objects creates cognitive stimuli that act upon cognitive mechanisms and 
cognitive processes.  
Uniting objects as well as social actors, business models represent an 
appropriate unit of analysis for investigating situated entrepreneurial 
cognition by considering reasoning processes both at the individual and 
collective level. 
Source: Own illustration.
Not all are equal – Linking dominant and emergent 
business model logics in corporate entrepreneurship 
initiatives 
Corporate entrepreneurship initiatives: 
Antagonizing cognitive biases in 
business model design 
Situated 
entrepreneurial 
cognition in corporate 
incubators and 
accelerators: The 





The articles stated above adhere to the cumulative dissertation guidelines by HHL 
Leipzig Graduate School of Management. The main authors of the research articles are 
Mirjam Rössler, Vivek K. Velamuri, and Dirk Schneckenberg. Table 2 provides an 
overview of the articles highlighting the authors’ contribution, the acceptance to 
academic conferences, publication status, as well as notes on the research articles.  
The following chapters will outline and substantiate the research interest of the 
respective research articles. The articles are titled as follows: 
Article I: Not all are equal – Linking dominant and emergent business model logics in 
corporate entrepreneurship initiatives 
Article II: Corporate entrepreneurship initiatives: Antagonizing cognitive biases in 
business model design 
Article III: Situated entrepreneurial cognition in corporate incubators and accelerators: 
The business model as a boundary object 
Table 2. Overview of articles 
 Article I: Not all are 
equal – Linking 
dominant and emergent 




Article II: Corporate 
entrepreneurship 
initiatives: Antagonizing 
cognitive biases in 
business model design 
Article III: Situated 
entrepreneurial 
cognition in corporate 
incubators and 
accelerators: The 
business model as a 
boundary object 
Joint work with 
Vivek K. Velamuri, Dirk 
Schneckenberg 
Vivek K. Velamuri, Dirk 
Schneckenberg 
Dirk Schneckenberg, 
Vivek K. Velamuri 
Contribution 
Main authorship 
Main responsibility for 
data collection, data 
analysis and 
interpretation of research 
results 
Shared responsibility for 
research design 
Main authorship 
Main responsibility for 
data collection, data 
analysis and 
interpretation of research 
results 
Shared responsibility for 
research design 
Main authorship 
Main responsibility for 
data collection, data 
analysis and 
interpretation of research 
results 
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3.1 Article I: Not all are equal – Linking dominant and emergent business model 
logics in corporate entrepreneurship initiatives 
Significance 
Corporate and entrepreneurial firms face uncertainties in making decisions (Sosna et al., 
2010). The dominant logic deriving from previous experience (Pryor et al., 2016) 
translates into cognitive inertia that prevents firms from designing optimized business 
model configurations through active schema change.  
Innovation literature suggests that the cognitive logic of firms is impacted by their 
organizational context (Burns and Stalker, 1961; Guth and Ginsberg, 1990; Leifer et al., 
2000). Specifically, scholarly work argues that a firm’s context acts upon the 
development and activation of specific values guiding a firm’s purposeful actions 
(Mitchell et al., 2000; Corbett and Hmieleski, 2007), including those spawn by their 
business models. 
Building on these theoretical tenets, our study contributes to furthering 
understanding about how the contradictory logics of corporate and entrepreneurial firms 
manifest in cognitive scripts that potentially induce schema change underlying their 
business model designs. In our first article, we pursue the following research question: 
How does the interplay between the dominant logic of incumbents and the emergent 
logic of entrepreneurial firms influence the design of new business models in the context 
of corporate entrepreneurship initiatives? 
Methodology 
To increase understanding of the cognitive scripts corporate and entrepreneurial firms 
use to induce business model schema change, our study follows an exploratory 
qualitative research approach. As individual reasoning is manifested in subjective 
accounts, we conducted 48 in-depths interviews with representatives from corporate and 
entrepreneurial firms which we then comparatively analyzed. Building on a two-step 




different logics of corporate and entrepreneurs in business models design, resulting in 
primary thematic domains responding to our central research question. 
Main findings 
Our study results show that managerial reasoning is a boundary condition in business 
model design. However, our findings suggest that five distinct cognitive scripts guide 
managerial reasoning in business model design in the respective research setting. Two 
cognitive scripts adhere to the dominant logic of corporate firms, being driven by logical 
deduction. Following the principle of induction, three cognitive scripts have been 
identified that adhere to the emergent logic of entrepreneurial firms. By combining 
distinct cognitive scripts from both thought worlds, managers exhibit a shared design 
logic that differs from their previous business model schema, thus overcoming cognitive 
inertia in business model design resulting from past experience.  
Contribution 
We advance the cognitive perspective in business model research by proposing an 
emergent theoretical framework emphasizing the impact of contradictory logics of 
corporate and entrepreneurial firms in business model design. Our empirical evidence 
provides more detailed insight into the differences in cognitive scripts, but also reveals 
instances of cross-influence. By establishing account for the combination of various 
cognitive scripts, we argue that inherent business model schemas can be changed 
through generative cognition, thereby fostering business model innovation.    
3.2  Article II: Corporate entrepreneurship initiatives: Antagonizing cognitive 
biases in business model design 
Significance 
Deriving from limited mental capacity in decision making as well as uncertainty 
surrounding the venture context, entrepreneurs face cognitive biases when designing 
novel business model configurations (Kahnemann et al., 1982; Baron, 1998; Baron and 




cognition is particularly amplified in the explanation of the performance variation of 
entrepreneurs (Haley and Stumpf, 1989; Busenitz and Barney, 1997). Thus, various 
scholars hypothesize processes of generative cognition as genesis of dynamism (Ward 
et al., 1997; Parasuraman, 2000; Ward, 2004; Ocasio and Joseph, 2008; Ocasio, 2011), 
such as analogical reasoning and conceptual combination (Martins et al., 2015), 
structural alignment (Grégoire et al., 2010), analogical and metaphorical reasoning 
(Cornelissen and Clarke, 2010), as well as pattern recognition (Baron, 2006; Cornelissen 
and Clarke, 2010). However, these studies lack a profound theoretical conceptualization 
and empirical substantiation for the processes of generative cognition guiding 
managerial reasoning in business model design. Given this, in our second article, we 
pursue the following research question: How do entrepreneurs cope with cognitive 
biases inherent in business model design in the context of corporate entrepreneurship 
initiatives?  
Methodology 
To develop inferences for entrepreneurial cognition, we followed an exploratory 
qualitative research approach. Purposefully selecting individuals who were informed 
about the research paradigm under study (Eisenhardt and Graebner, 2007), we 
conducted 35 in-depth interviews with entrepreneurs as main source of data collection. 
As verbalized accounts of individual perceptions and beliefs, those interviews allowed 
to access relevant evidence relating to the reasoning processes involved in business 
model design. We then analyzed our empirical evidence applying a thematic content 
analysis that followed a sequenced model of analysis. Specifically, we strived to capture 
emerging categories that encompass lower level cognitive mechanisms that 
entrepreneurs recalled for preparing more deliberate processes of reasoning that we 
seized in a higher-order category in the process of data analysis.  
Main findings 
Our research results identify five cognitive mechanisms and two cognitive processes 




business model design in the context of corporate entrepreneurship initiatives. Whereas 
four of the five cognitive mechanisms source knowledge situated beyond the immediate 
entrepreneurial context to support the higher-order cognitive processes, one cognitive 
mechanisms sources knowledge situated in the immediate entrepreneurial context, 
thereby emphasizing the ambiguous role of knowledge. Moreover, our study suggests 
that cognitive mechanisms and cognitive processes differ in the levels of cognitive 
control they exhibit. Whereas the cognitive mechanisms intuitively initiate the business 
model design process, the cognitive processes conclude entrepreneurial reasoning more 
deliberately.  
Contribution 
The main contribution of our study is the emergence of an integrative theoretical 
framework authoring five cognitive mechanisms and further empirically substantiating 
two cognitive processes that assist entrepreneurs in coping the cognitive biases involved 
in business model design. Systematically, we emphasize the convergence of the 
identified cognitive heuristics to a higher-level design process guiding entrepreneurial 
reasoning in environments surrounded by uncertainty. By analyzing the role of 
managerial cognition as constraint versus enabler in the process of business model 
design, our study advances the cognitive view in business model innovation.  
3.3  Article III: Situated entrepreneurial cognition in corporate incubators and 
accelerators: The business model as a boundary object 
Significance 
Although the cognitive perspective in entrepreneurship and business model research 
advances, it has been largely determined by individualistic and static conceptions of 
managerial cognition (Mitchell et al., 2011; Dew et al., 2015). Being embedded in 
contexts that socially frame resources and opportunities, current research stances fall 
short in capturing the dynamisms and interactivity that are typically involved in 




in theory, an approach integrating social psychology and situated cognition research has 
evolved. Termed as socially situated cognition, this research lenses takes account of 
material objects, social actors and the interrelations among them, thus shaping the 
processes underlying thought and behavior (Smith and Semin, 2004; Mitchell et al., 
2011). Recognizing entrepreneurial cognition as a potential origin of business model 
configuration (Sosna et al., 2010) in the context of corporate entrepreneurship 
initiatives, we seek to augment the conceptual links between entrepreneurial cognition 
and the contextual factors that potentially provide cognitive stimuli. Specifically, in our 
third article, we pursue the following research question: How do the unfolding dynamics 
between entrepreneurial cognition and contextual factors influence the design of new 
business models?  
Methodology 
To investigate the contextual factors deriving from material objects, social actors and 
the interrelations among them, our study followed an exploratory qualitative research 
approach. Taking account of contextual influences, we focused our analysis on situated 
entrepreneurial interactions being traced through narratives. Given this, we applied a 
discursive approach, conducting 34 interviews with selected entrepreneurs that followed 
a narrative and semi-structured technique. We analyzed our episodic interviews by 
applying an inductive method of constant comparison. To create detail to the 
conceptualization of situated entrepreneurial cognition both through empirical 
confirmation as well as theoretical substantiation, we compared emerging categories 
from entrepreneur’s individual narratives against extant theory (Shepherd and Sutcliffe, 
2011; Anderson et al., 2012).  
Main Findings 
Our study highlights entrepreneurial cognition to be embedded, grounded, as well as 
distributed by furthering the understanding of the role and manifestation of material 
objects, bodily interactions, and agents acting toward the design of new business models. 




from material objects, bodily interactions, or agents spanning a social system, falls short 
in capturing entrepreneurial reasoning in business model design, we emphasize 
entrepreneurial cognition to derive from the network that is spawn among them. 
Moreover, our study findings suggest that prevailing theoretical positions in the realm 
of socially situated cognition place a noted emphasis on the collective level of cognition. 
By taking account of the individual and collective level of cognition, as well as material 
objects, bodily interactions, and social actors, our study argues in favor of a more central 
consideration of business models as boundary object.   
Contribution 
In our article we propose a theoretical framework of situated entrepreneurial cognition 
that spawns the nexus of the individual and context. By accentuating the role of material 
objects, bodily interactions, and social actors in the design of new business models, we 
author entrepreneurial cognition to be both constrained as well as enabled by its social 
context. Analyzing business model design from a situated perspective, our study furthers 
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Research progressively emphasizes business models as reflections of managerial 
mental models. Building on behavioural theory suggesting organizational routines and 
beliefs to originate in past experiences; we infer that incumbent and entrepreneurial 
firms substantially differ in the way they enact new business models. By investigating 
how the interplay of the dominant logic of incumbents and the emergent logic of 
entrepreneurial firms influences the design of new business models in the context of 
corporate entrepreneurship initiatives, we provide evidence highlighting distinct 
cognitive scripts that guide managerial reasoning in the design of new business models 
in the context under study. 
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Rapid technological innovation and economic momentum lead to increasing pressures 
on firms to adapt their business models and thereby, to sustain their competitiveness 
(Demil and Lecocq, 2010; Doz and Kosonen, 2010). Given this, various theoretical 
positions have been developed to explain how firms design and implement business 
models (Spieth et al., 2014). However, independent of their organizational age, firms 
face challenges in dealing with complexity in reconfiguring business models. In both 
exploratory and implementation stages of new business models, managers face risks and 
uncertainties in making decisions (Sosna et al., 2010).  
Cognitive biases and structural constraints represent eminent barriers for efficient 
business model innovation. In case of incumbent firms these include the deficient 
conception of established value drivers and interdependencies, as well as constrained 
resource decisions deriving from path dependencies (Chesbrough, 2010; Demil and 
Lecocq, 2010). In fact, it is incumbents’ dominant logic translating into cognitive inertia 
which prevents them from nurturing entrepreneurial spirit within their organizations 
(Koen et al., 2010). In contrast, entrepreneurial firms face difficulties in establishing 
sustainable business model designs, predominantly deducing from challenges in gaining 
legitimacy to acquire the necessary resources for new venture creation (Zott and Huy, 
2007).  
Consequently, the establishment of corporate entrepreneurship initiatives offers an 
attractive approach to overcome the respective deficiencies of incumbent and 
entrepreneurial firms by coordinating mutual efforts for business model innovation. By 
providing selective accessibility of incumbents’ resources and capabilities to 
entrepreneurial firms, corporate incubators and accelerators facilitate the business 
development of the latter, while similarly enabling incumbents to pull new ideas into 
their established knowledge and resource bases (Hansen et al., 2000). Previous research 
has addressed various dimensions of the corporate incubation and acceleration 
phenomenon, such as acquiring complementary capabilities and resources into 




and Chesbrough, 2015). However, the linkage between corporate entrepreneurship 
initiatives and business model innovation remains underresearched to date. 
Recent research interprets the business model concept as a cognitive phenomenon 
which comprises mental models or schemas of managers (e.g. Martins et al., 2015; 
Sosna et al., 2010; Tikkanen et al., 2005). More precisely, behavioural theory suggests 
that organizational routines and beliefs origin in past experiences, influencing 
managerial actions and decision making. Building on these theoretical arguments, we 
assume incumbents and entrepreneurial firms to substantially differ in their 
organizational logic, which in turn impacts the way they design and enact new business 
models (Bohnsack et al., 2014; Sosna et al., 2010).  
Although the interest in the cognitive view on business model innovation recently 
increases, the role of cognition and logic in business model design remains poorly 
understood. By building upon the notion of a business model as reflection of managerial 
mental models, we address this gap and investigate the role of contradictory business 
model logics of incumbent and entrepreneurial firms in business model design. 
Therefore, we analyse their joint efforts to design business models in the context of 
corporate entrepreneurship initiatives such as corporate incubation and acceleration. 
Specifically, we raise the following research question: How does the interplay between 
the dominant logic of incumbents and the emergent logic of entrepreneurial firms 
influence the design of new business models in the context of corporate entrepreneurship 
initiatives? Pursuing this prevalent question is important as it delivers meaningful 
insights into how new business models can be ideated and designed based on schema 
change of incumbents and entrepreneurial firms (Martins et al., 2015). Our analysis 
reveals the reciprocal influence of incumbents’ dominant logic and entrepreneurial 
firms’ emergent logic on joint business model design. In particular, we propose a 
theoretical framework highlighting the impact of contradictory logics of incumbent and 
entrepreneurial firms on joint efforts to design new business models. By identifying 





2 Theoretical underpinning 
Representing the logic of how firms create and capture value (Teece, 2010), scholars 
increasingly emphasize business models as a critical unit of analysis (Zott et al., 2011). 
In the context of environmental change, business models are understood as a means to 
‘commercialize new ideas’ (Chesbrough, 2010:354) and to ‘search for new logics of the 
firm […] to create and capture value for its stakeholders’ (Casadesus-Masanell and Zhu, 
2013:464). However, current research failed to approximate different approaches 
conceptualizing and reconfiguring business models to a common theoretical framework 
(Zott et al., 2011). Borrowing from the cognitive perspective in strategy research (Barr 
et al., 1992; Gavetti et al., 2007; Gavetti and Rivkin, 2007; Narayanan et al., 2011; 
Rajagopalan and Spreitzer, 1997) and literature on generative cognition in psychology 
(Ward, 2004), Martins et al. (2015) identified three theoretical perspectives on how 
business models are developed or changed: (i) rational positioning view, (ii) 
evolutionary view, and (iii) cognitive view on business model innovation. Whereas the 
rational positioning view and the evolutionary view underline changes in the external 
context of a firm to drive business model innovation, the cognitive view explains how 
business models can be ideated in the absence of exogenous shocks (Martins et al., 
2015).  
In this context, recent research emphasizes the role of managerial cognition in 
business model design (e.g. Aspara et al., 2013; Chesbrough, 2010; Kulins et al., 2016; 
Tikkanen et al., 2005; Tripsas and Gavetti, 2000). Exemplary, Doz and Kosonen 
(2010:371) argue that ‘[…] business models stand as cognitive structures providing a 
theory of how to set boundaries to the firm, of how to create value, and how to organize 
its internal structure and governance.’ Business model schemas can be described as 
mental representations that ‘organize managerial understanding about the design of 
activities and exchanges that reflect the critical interdependencies and value-creation 
relations in their firms’ exchange networks’ (Martins et al., 2015:105). This 
conceptualization is in line with previous research highlighting the business model as 




et al., 2005; Zott and Amit, 2007) whose ‘interdependencies are created by entrepreneurs 
or managers who shape and design both the organizational activities and the links’ (Zott 
and Amit, 2010:218). In this sense, business model schemas are design logics (Porac 
and Tschang, 2013) that influence managerial understandings about the design of 
business model elements and its inherent attributes (Martins et al., 2015).  
However, business model schemata incline to be particularly inertial since path 
dependencies and bounded rationality restrict the capability of firms to explore new 
possibilities (Chesbrough, 2010; Doz and Kosonen, 2010; Martins et al., 2015; Rindova 
and Petkova, 2007; Tripsas and Gavetti, 2000). Particularly, incumbent firms risk being 
restrained in business model design by an established dominant logic which origins in 
the perpetual reinforcement of past successes and escalation of commitment to 
traditional ways of doing business (Bohnsack et al., 2014; Prahalad and Bettis, 1986). 
In contrast, literature suggests entrepreneurial firms to be less susceptible to path 
dependencies and cognitive inertia (Stinchcombe, 1965) resulting in the design of 
fundamentally new business models (Ireland et al., 2001).  
Building on this, the innovation literature emphasizes contextual distinctions to 
impact the innovative capacity of both incumbent and entrepreneurial firms (Burns and 
Stalker, 1961; Guth and Ginsberg, 1990; Leifer et al., 2000). While Burns and Stalker 
(1961) assume entrepreneurial firms to be more innovative in consequence of their 
organic form, Guth and Ginsberg (1990) suggest a firm’s ability to nurture 
entrepreneurial initiatives to be subject to its organizational context. This perspective is 
further augmented by Corbett and Hmieleski (2007) suggesting that the corporate 
context of incumbent firms impacts individuals’ ability to carry out the script of 
entrepreneurship. By reviewing literature on entrepreneurial cognition, the authors 
argue for differences between corporate entrepreneurs and independent entrepreneurs. 
Particularly, Corbett and Hmieleski (2007) emphasize the organizational context to 
impose the development and activation of specific norms within individuals (i.e. role 
schema) which in turn guide certain behaviour in a given situation (i.e. event schema). 




relating to how one’s knowledge is organized about the set of behaviours expected of a 
person in a certain job, function, or role’ (Corbett and Hmieleski, 2007:103-104), an 
event schema describes the sequence of events exploited in a common situation and can 
be referred to as ‘mental road map’ (Corbett and Hmieleski, 2007:104). Moreover, 
Corbett and Hmieleski (2007) refer to the work of Mitchell et al. (2000) highlighting 
corporate values to impact three cognitive scripts, i.e. arrangement scripts, willingness 
scripts, and ability scripts, that influence venture creation decisions. Thereby, 
arrangement scripts refer to knowledge structures of individuals relating to the use of 
specific arrangements such as networks, financial, human, or other assets to create new 
ventures. Willingness scripts concern individuals’ knowledge structures that inform 
commitment to start a new venture and include actionable thoughts. Ability scripts refer 
to the knowledge structures of individuals concerning the capabilities, skills, as well as 
attitudes being indispensable to start new ventures (Mitchell et al., 2000).  
Referring to the work of Mitchell et al. (2000) and Corbett and Hmieleski (2007), 
we aim to better understand how the contradictory logics of incumbent and 
entrepreneurial firms interact and thus, influence the design of new business models in 
the context of corporate entrepreneurship initiatives. The underlying rational is based on 
the assumption that organizational logics will inevitably influence the cognitive scripts 
underlying individuals’ behaviour or actions. By implication, we suppose cognitive 
scripts to determine the business model schema of incumbents and entrepreneurial firms 
which, in turn, impact the ultimate design of new business models. Specifically, our 
study gains justification through the particularity of its context. As corporate 
entrepreneurship initiatives such as corporate incubation and corporate acceleration link 
the corporate world of incumbents and the entrepreneurial world of new ventures, they 
provide a rich and relevant study context.  
Moreover, our study relates to the position of Martins et al. (2015) arguing that 
managers can proactively change schemas through controlled mental operations (Ward 
et al., 1997; Ward, 2004). As cognition research in strategy tended to predominantly 




making in firms (Powell et al., 2011), several studies examined the role of logic as 
source for cognitive bias in business model development (Chesbrough, 2010; Sabatier 
et al., 2010) and as a reflection of corporate value creation and value capture 
mechanisms (Casadesus-Masanell and Zhu, 2013). Linking the current work on 
cognition research with the recent progression of scholarly work in the realm of business 
model innovation, we build toward a theory of business model innovation through active 
schema change. 
3 Research methods 
The main research issue of our study is to investigate the influence of the interaction 
between the dominant logic of incumbents as well as the emergent logic of 
entrepreneurial firms on the design of new business models in the context of corporate 
entrepreneurship initiatives. We aim to analyse how the contradictory logics relate to 
the activation of cognitive scripts necessary to enact new business models. Our research 
concern is based on the underlying assumption that the corporate context of incumbent 
firms will inevitably indoctrinate certain norms and behaviours opposing the script of 
entrepreneurship. The cognitive scripts informing the business model schema of 
incumbents and entrepreneurial firms become manifested in subjective accounts of 
representatives from incumbent and entrepreneurial firms reasoning about the necessary 
conditions for new business model design. By taking into consideration the current 
perspective on cognition while simultaneously analysing new evidence for how the 
contradictory logics of incumbents and entrepreneurial firms interact and diverge during 
the process of corporate entrepreneurship, our study combines top-down theorizing 
(Shepherd and Sutcliffe, 2011) as well as theory building (Eisenhardt, 1989). 
Given our research objective, we applied an exploratory qualitative research 
approach. As studying cognition claims investigation of subjective theories by which 
individuals describe and make sense of a certain sequence of events, qualitative data 
provides more profound insights into the knowledge structures underlying individuals’ 




(Eisenhardt, 1989). To further enhance theoretical explanation, we conducted a 
comparative analysis of in-depth interviews. This approach follows the 
recommendations by Flick (2014) and fosters analytic generalization about the role of 
cognition in business model design.  
Aiming to address the prevalent research question, we selected the phenomenon of 
corporate incubation and acceleration as context for our research. As corporate 
entrepreneurship initiatives bring together managers from incumbent as well as 
entrepreneurial firms, they allow to access relevant evidence in terms of articulations of 
contradictory logics in joint business model design. To increase the scope of our findings 
and to allow for clear pattern recognition, we applied a purposive sampling procedure 
of corporate incubators as well as accelerators (Flick, 2014). Thereby, we focused on 
typical cases across various industry sectors (Eisenhardt, 1989), such as banking, 
healthcare, media and telecommunications, etc. (see Table 1). We further followed the 
approach of theoretical sampling within each industry group. This approach aimed to 
intercept and validate burgeoning dimensions reflecting the contradictory logics of 
incumbents and entrepreneurial firms, thereby strengthening theoretical interferences 
(Flick, 2014). Sampling and integrating further material was finalized when theoretical 
saturation was reached (Glaser and Strauss, 1967).  
In the 30 corporate incubators and accelerators under study, we conducted 48 in-
depth interviews with representatives of incumbent as well as entrepreneurial firms 
engaging in corporate entrepreneurship initiatives as primary data collection method. 
Table 1 provides an overview of all types of corporate entrepreneurship initiatives and 
respective interviewees. We disguised the identities of corporate incubators and 
accelerators as well as respondents to ensure confidentiality of the research findings. In 
the corporate entrepreneurship initiatives under study, we predominantly gathered data 
by conducting open-ended and semi-structured interviews. This approach allowed 
pursuing a consistent line of inquiry while simultaneously ensuring versatility in 
capturing auspicious facets burgeoning during conversations. Aspects covered the 




constraints, as well as the generic design of the corporate entrepreneurship initiative. 
The interviews were conducted within a time period of six month (October 2015 – 
March 2016) and lasted between 30 and 70 minutes. To avoid selective perception, data 
was gathered by two researchers. All interviews were recorded, transcribed and 
accordingly, complemented by notes taking during the conversation. In the end, we 
transferred all available material into a protocol for each case under study (Yin, 2009), 
constituting the basis for subsequent analysis. 
Following acknowledged standards in qualitative research (Eisenhardt, 1989; Miles 
and Huberman, 1994), we employed a two-step thematic content analysis of the 
empirical evidence in the analysis of our data. First, following an unconstrained and 
selective coding procedure, we identified salient themes for the role of contradictory 
logics in business model design. This phase allowed recognizing empirically grounded 
key patterns and practices at single case level. Second, we compared all themes across 
the aggregate of studied cases (Yin, 2009). Comparing the thematic structure across the 
different groups served to contrast and validate different manifestations of the 
interaction and divergence of contradictory logics in business model design, allowing to 
establish main thematic domains in response to our central research question (Flick, 
2014). Subsequently, we matched the cognitive scripts derived from the open and 
selective coding procedure to the dominant and emergent logic of incumbents and 
entrepreneurial firms derived from extant literature a priori. Intercoder reliability was 
assured by two researchers coding the empirical material, and iteratively discussing the 
findings until consensus was reached. To increase rigor in qualitative research, we 
present our inductive research findings following the approach of Gioia et al. (2012). 
By emphasizing relevant data-to-theory connections, we aim to increase the 
transparency of our findings. Referring to Gioia et al. (2012), Figure 1 provides an 










Firm Position of interviewee Location 
    
Automobile AUTO-1 Senior Manager Business Innovation  Stuttgart, Germany 
Banking BANK-1 Investment Manager Frankfurt, Germany 
 BANK-2 Managing Director Hamburg, Germany 
  Development and Innovation Manager Hamburg, Germany 
 BANK-3 Project Manager Frankfurt, Germany 
Chemicals CHEM-1 Managing Director Ludwigshafen, Germany 
 CHEM-2 Managing Director Marl, Germany 
Healthcare HEALTH-1 Head of Ext. Innovation Technologies Berlin, Germany 
 HEALTH-2 Innovation Facilitator  Darmstadt, Germany 
Hospitality HOSP-1 Managing Director Berlin, Germany 
  Entrepreneur Berlin, Germany 
  Entrepreneur Berlin, Germany 
 HOSP-2 Managing Director Stuttgart, Germany 
 HOSP-3 Investment Manager Mühlheim a. d. Ruhr, Germany 
Insurance INSUR-1 Investment Manager Munich, Germany 
  Innovation Manager Munich, Germany 
  Entrepreneur Munich, Germany 
Media MEDIA-1 Investment Manager Berlin, Germany 
  Investment Manager Berlin, Germany 
  Entrepreneur Berlin, Germany 
  Entrepreneur Berlin, Germany 
 MEDIA-2 Investment Manager Berlin, Germany 
 MEDIA-3 Entrepreneur Munich, Germany 
Mobility MOBIL-1 Managing Director Berlin, Germany 
  Investment Manager Berlin, Germany 
Real estate REAL-1 Manager Business Development  Berlin, Germany 
  Entrepreneur Berlin, Germany 
  Entrepreneur Berlin, Germany 
Retail RETAIL-1 Business Developer Munich, Germany 
  Business Developer Munich, Germany 
  Entrepreneur Munich, Germany 
  Entrepreneur Munich, Germany 
Technology TECH-1 General Manager Communications/PR Berlin, Germany 
 TECH-2 Managing Director Berlin, Germany 
 TECH-3 Senior Director Venture Technology Munich, Germany 
 TECH-4 Chief Executive Officer Munich, Germany 
 TECH-5 Project Manager Munich, Germany 
 TECH-6 Chief Executive Officer and Strategist Ludwigsburg, Germany 
 TECH-7 Head of Corporate New Business Weinheim, Germany 
Telecommunications TELE-1 Head of Program Management Berlin, Germany 
  Senior Investment Manager Berlin, Germany 
  Entrepreneur Berlin, Germany 
 TELE-2 Entrepreneur Munich, Germany 
Software SOFT-1 Manager Market Enablement Berlin, Germany 
  Entrepreneur Berlin, Germany 
 SOFT-2 Innovation Manager Walldorf, Germany 
  Entrepreneur Walldorf, Germany 





Our thematic content analysis unambiguously reveals the reciprocal interference of both 
incumbent firms’ dominant logic and entrepreneurial firms’ emergent logic in business 
model design. We found five distinct cognitive scripts to guide the design logic for 
managerial reasoning for new business models in the context of corporate 
entrepreneurship initiatives. The cognitive scripts identified moderate the business 
model schemata of incumbent and entrepreneurial firms in the context under study and 
thus, ultimately impact the design of new business model configurations. Exploiting 
imperatives as well as leveraging proficiencies can be assigned to the dominant logic of 
incumbent firms by which managers reconfigure business models following established 
value creation and value capture mechanisms. In contrast, pursuing sense, inciting self-
efficacy, and exercising heuristics refer to the emergent logic of entrepreneurial firms, 
ultimately leading to the identification of new business opportunities and the design of 
innovative business model configurations. Whereas the emphasis of the dominant logic 
of incumbents is on preventing their extant business, entrepreneurial firms’ logic fosters 
opportunity seeking as well as seizing. Figure 1 provides an overview of the cognitive 
scripts identified, influencing the joint business model design of incumbent and 
entrepreneurial firms in the context under study. Representative quotes underpinning 







Figure 1. Cognitive scripts affecting joint business model design 





 Leveraging financial investments to enable rapid growth of business 
 Accessing laboratories and production facilitates to improve prototype development 
 Arranging resources to increase efficiency 
 Establishing contacts to investors to increase the chance of follow-up investments 
 Meeting mentors to receive valuable input for improvement of the business 
 Attending workshops and coaching sessions with partnering institutions to develop 
meaning making capabilities  
 Leveraging industry and technological know-how to develop viable solutions 
 Building on valuable experience to render improvisation remissible 
 Gaining a deeper market understanding to allow for analogical transfer 
 Entering licensing agreements to ensure exclusive rights  
 Taking over entrepreneurs to keep intellectual property within the organization 
 Applying for patents to foster idea protection 
 Accessing extant customer base to allow quick scaling of the business 
 Gaining professionalism through assistance of incumbent firms 
 Accelerating and quick pivoting of business through reference customers 
 Learning from program management with entrepreneurial background to simplify 
dealing with unknown situations 
 Gaining knowledge from former founders to help opening eyes for responsibilities 
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 Entering blue oceans to trigger disruptive innovation 
 Quarrying for new markets instead of awaiting exogenous shocks to drive innovation 
 Seizing on opportunities to not miss out on chances 
 Orientating towards customer demands as they constitute crux of matter  
 Testing solutions in collaboration with customers to help making sense of customer 
needs 
 Collaborating with customers to realize sustainable innovation 




Pursuing          
sense 
 Developing pilots to foster immediate validation of the business 
 Engineering minimum viable products to help getting a proof-of-concept 
 Investing minimum effort to gain insight into customer experience 
 Improvising to help overcoming the lack of experience 
 Accepting and allowing failure as part of everyday business 
 Giving a try to out-of-the-ordinary ideas to increase learning curve 
 Learning through setbacks is essential 
 Reengineering to allow early countermeasures for missing revenues 
 Releasing updates in short cycles to ensure quick debugging 
 Modifying of business based on experience and iteration 
Learning by                    
trial-and-error 
Advancing             
prototypes 




 Going the extra mile to surpass expectations by investors 
 Working night and day to foster progress 
 Increasing motivation and drive through failure 
Persisting                  
devotion 
 Defining and challenging milestones to convey confidence to investors 
 Formulating clear vision to foster commitment 
 Seeking risk to encourage opportunity pursuit 







Table 2. Cognitive scripts affecting joint business model design 
Aggregate 
Dimensions 






‘The business model design needs to match the incumbent. For example, if we as the 
incumbent have a specific resource which no players in the market supposes of, 
this constitutes a competitive advantage.’ (INSUR-1, Investment Manager) 
  
‘There is the provision of know-how, the provision of appropriate access to data; in 
the end this is of great monetary value. This is our contribution to the 
ecosystem.’ (BANK-3, Project Manager) 
  
‘The financing was really an important point to join the corporate incubator and 
helped us growing our business quickly. […] But in equal measure, it was 
important to get access to all resources and infrastructure of the incumbent.’ 
(TELE-1, Entrepreneur) 
  
‘There were the startups with their business concepts and we supplied those firms 
with business components such as fuel cells. So we enabled the startups to test 





‘We then assign them a mentor from within the incumbent, who then starts the 
process of networking them in the company. So most of the startups needed some 
interaction with some of the business units to get more information on how to 
approach customers or potential cooperation partners or even sorting our 
company as a target for partnerships, for further development of their business 
idea. So the mentors would link them with people within the business, who could 
help them go ahead with their projects.’ (HEALTH-2, Innovation Facilitator) 
  
‘If we do have contacts that fit the startup, we forward those contacts and establish 
first links. We do have a small network of business angels whereby we only 
concentrate on business angels that could be of interest to our startups. We also 
have good contacts to some investment banks […]. Those contacts are 
established by us. In addition, we are located in Berlin for a long time, so we do 
have good contacts to other institutions, be it politics or others. We establish 
those contacts for our startups.’ (TECH-2, Managing Director) 
  
‘You kind of go over the progress you were making, what pains you have, what 
challenges you were facing, and then based on that they tried to help you and 
introduce you to the right people and create contacts for you. So that’s really 




‘It has to be of relevance to our incumbent, therefore there are several criteria which 
limit the applicability. If the potential market is too small, it does not make sense 
to enter. Then we are confronted with the question: Can we hand this over to 
somebody else, or can we license those patents? However, the market needs to 
be promising enough to be relevant to us.’ (CHEM-1, Managing Director) 
  
‘Because they have a real business model, they are developing technology that they 
are going to license. So their milestone is based on, for instance patent 
application, and then being able to produce a certain chemical under a certain 
price.’ (HEALTH-2, Innovation Facilitator)  
  ‘Our intention is that those small firms can interact with us in order to form 
partnerships that become effective through service contracts or licensing 


























‘Although we have strong R&D entities, we know that there are very smart 
entrepreneurs out there. And we strive to establish relations with them. We aim 
to learn through collaboration and to attract new ideas to our organization, 
although they might challenge us. In exchange, we offer deep industry and 
technology know-how and experience; which is essential. As soon as 
entrepreneurs have a deep market understanding and the capabilities necessary, 
they will arrive in reality. Otherwise, they will have a long way to go.’ (TECH-3, 
Senior Director Venture Technology) 
  
‘We both saw a lot of synergies with the incumbent being a media house, a media 
corporation. We thought or we hoped that there would be a lot of synergies; that 
we are maybe able to win our first clients within the incumbent’s media empire.’ 
(MEDIA-1, Entrepreneur) 
  ‘But we never tell the startup to follow specific directions. Because our hypothesis is 
that in the end, a good founder knows what to do. So never tell a founder what he 
has to do but rather share experience with him and give him guidance. That’s 
basically our hypothesis. If we did a smart investment in the beginning, the 
founder in the long term will know what he needs to do. But of course, we give 




‘Our company is actually contributing to the entrepreneurial landscape, […] 
because we invite a lot of entrepreneurs and entrepreneurial associations to the 
campus which we have not had before, and so I guess it is just from this 
perspective that people are a lot more aware of the fact that you can do startup 
things and that the incumbent is supporting people with ideas. This actually 
helps within the company to have people come out with ideas they have and get a 
lot more drive in pushing for ideas that might not be supported within their day-
to-day context.’ (HEALTH-2, Innovation Facilitator) 
 
 
‘The concept of mentoring was very valuable since we directly entered self-
employment following university. It helped us to make sense of all the new 
things. Within the incubator we experienced a ‘guided founding of a company’ 
so to say and did not have to improvise as other founders need to.’ (TELE-1, 
Entrepreneur) 
  ‘During the program, we really learned a lot about how to manage a business and 
kind of those things that need to be taken care of on a regular basis. 
Collaborating with incumbent firms really opened eyes for the responsibilities of 
a founder, all the tasks that are necessary on a daily basis. […] Only founders 
have been through this process themselves and understand the problems and 
pains; the challenges of starting a business. They are able to give really concrete 
first-hand experience that we can relate to. I really like the idea of being 
monitored, having somebody to lead you through the process, especially given 




‘This can happen in a collaborative way. For example, through a partnering bank 
we offer the startup the possibility to scale their application in an effective 
manner. […] With regard to Fintech startups the customer base is relatively 
small, be it 5000 customers, or 15000 customers. When I compare this to our 
incumbent firm, […] we do have 50 million customers. From 15000 customers to 
50 million customers they need to scale a lot. This is one of the major challenges 
Fintech startups face.’ (BANK-3, Project Manager) 
  ‘Banks are large corporations, thus, through scalability there is another effect 
producible when startups succeed in attractively designing their field to banks.’ 
(BANK-3, Project Manager) 





‘There is not a common recipe. However, what makes it easier as an incumbent is to 
find potential partners for cooperation for the startups. If the startup already 
collaborates with a large corporation it is easier for external investors to invest 
own resources compared to a startup where nobody knows whether or not it will 
survive the next financing round. It depends on the project but if the business has 
certain market relevance or the startups start with the production, the incumbent 
can be a strong supporting partner for the small firm.’ (CHEM-1, Managing 
Director) 
  ‘We are a service company for technology. It is central to the scalability of our 
business model to get access to end customers. This access to end customers can 
be generated at two interfaces. […] And there the accelerator of the incumbent 
comes into play. The incumbent is the biggest retailer in Europe in this industry. 
If we do have the chance to collaborate with them, we definitely take this 





‘It is important whether or not we do have good reasons to believe that we can 
develop this technology better, faster and more efficient than any other market 
participant or startup could. When we can answer this question with ‘yes’ and 
the market offers appropriate growth rates, than it could be a successful growth 
initiative for us.’ (CHEM-1, Managing Director) 
  
‘And with the think tanks our company is trying to analyse future areas of interests, 
technologies that we currently do not pursue, [...] analysing the space and 
thinking about how this could work for the incumbent. […] Maybe there is a 
certain technology or business area that we currently do not have.’ (HEALTH-2, 
Innovation Facilitator) 
 
 ‘The accelerator functions as a good nose within the market; this means that our 
task is more of strategic nature, meaning that we strive to see what innovative 
business models, concepts or participants are currently in the market. […] In 
other words, novel and innovative business models are important to us; 
entrepreneurial spirit which we need for our company in order to be a trend 
barometer within a specific market segment.’ (RETAIL-1, Business Developer) 
 
 ‘So we discovered something new and we kind of fell in love with the format and the 
more we researched, the more we realized this is something that we think is 
going to really gain a lot of popularity and get big in the next few years, because 
we really see a use case for advertising. It’s a niche that we can explore and it’s 
a movement that’s still being shaped and we want to be part of this movement 




‘We do have startups with whom we start to look at the customer. We strive to better 
understand the underlying problem, ideate a business model in response to it, 
develop the overarching design, and then test it on the market.’ (INSUR-1, 
Investment Manager) 
‘Before the first line is programmed, we talked to official customers and asked them 
what they think about the business, whether or not it is relevant to them, and 
whether or not they would spend money for it. When we talked to the customers 
and recognized that the feedback is positive, we decided to quite our jobs and to 
found an own company.’ (REAL-1, Entrepreneur) 
‘Within the incubator it is essential to see what happens on the market, which 
products do our customers need, how do the business models develop, how do we 
need to react to this. However – and this was especially the reason for 
establishing the incubator – it is our feeling that this was mainly done from the 
bank's perspective. This means that it was important to us whether or not those 
developments are useful for the bank and not for the customer – sometimes it is 
not appropriate for the end consumer. Indeed, the customer has different needs.’ 
(BANK-1, Investment Manager) 




  ‘And another important point is that we saw that there are lots of Fintech startups 
within the market, who are considering the field of banking from different 
perspectives; potentially not better but they place the customer in the centre of 
their considerations. And it is important to us to learn from them. This was the 
main reason to establish the incubator.’ (BANK-1, Investment Manager) 
  ‘The response of the customer is not predictable. Thus, we need to iteratively work in 
close collaboration with customers since they constitute the ‘crux of matter’ for 
new business models. Fundamental innovation is only realizable in 
consideration of customer perceptions.’ (TECH-4, Chief Executive Officer) 
Inciting self-
efficacy 
Persisting devotion ‘It is important to us to find persons who are very motivated, who can work 
independently but who are also able to arrange within a team; persons who 
decisively follow up on their ideas, but stay equally flexible to react to market 
changes.’ (INSUR-1, Investment Manager) 
  
‘We look at how committed the actual team is. So we have interviews with the team, 
we actually have to get to know the team members and how much drive or 
passion they have for the business […], so to put it forward in case of obstacles.’ 
(HEALTH-2, Innovation Facilitator) 
 
 ‘It definitely is a difference whether or not I am the founder or co-owner of a 
company. I have completely different incentives and devote all my resources to it 






 ‘Those were three really intense months where you were really powered through 
what you’ve got. By the end of the program, you were pretty exhausted - I am 
speaking for myself. I am not sure whether I can keep up that pace for much 
longer, for another three months. And also at some point you get out a little bit, 
stand on your own feet to make your own decision again really based on your 
intuitions.’ (MEDIA-1, Entrepreneur) 
 
 ‘Even though, there is a friendly atmosphere and you are not in direct competition, 
we aim to keep up with the others to not fall behind. You really do not want to be 
a firm that does not have any kind of traction. This is what pushes and motivates 
you.’ (MEDIA-1, Entrepreneur) 
 
 ‘This is what makes the difference: Entrepreneurial firms work on one topic – Night 
and day. Employees from the incumbent have diverse topics on their agenda – 
That typically decreases involvement and motivation. In this respect, we, the 
interface between entrepreneurial and incumbent firms, learned something new. 
From now on, we strive to involve employees from the organization as soon as 





‘In the main it is a good feeling and some specific criteria that proof whether or not 
the market is big enough.’ (CHEM-1, Managing Director) 
 
 ‘Concerning concrete topics such as regulatory topics, I do not have any preference 
for startups or incumbents. Startups do some things differently and push the 
envelope so to say whereas banks are very cautious and conservative in tackling 
some issues. This leads to the fact that some business models are not 
implemented. Contrary to that, startups are more optimistic and hands-on and 
follow up on their ideas.’ (BANK-1, Investment Manager) 
  
‘What we did before the program is that we agreed on what they want to achieve 
until the program is ending. Because it’s really important, in the end when we do 
our demo day, when we invite a lot of investors, that the startups have something 
to show. It’s a very important criterion for us. […] There must be something 





‘With those colleagues we do have generated and developed ideas within the field of 
digitalization. We tested those ideas in the startup process and rolled it out if 




  ‘In the beginning, when you are facing a lot of uncertainties, you are in a quite 
experimental stage. And you definitely need time and space for experimentation. 
But, however, this is nearly impossible within an existing organization. The 
organization is used to have products that are functional, meaning that they have 
a clear segment of target customers and a specific price.’ (TELE-1, Senior 
Investment Manager) 
  ‘This reflects our realization that opportunities need to be followed up upon. We 
search for topics which support our strategy of tomorrow. With the help of 
entrepreneurial firms as small speedboats we test and support novel business 
models and technologies.’ (TECH-3, Senior Director Venture Technology) 
  
‘Before that, we had the approach of trial-and-error; starting the business in a fast 
manner. In the beginning I was on the phone and tried to acquire new 
companies. In the meantime, my colleague developed the platform and evaluated 
whether or not it works. If it did not work, we pivoted again. […] This approach 




‘We already had a prototype that already was applied by some customers. […] Now 
we better understand the market, the product developed further.’ (REAL-1, 
Entrepreneur) 
 
 ‘So we are prototyping new methods to support internal ideas. So bringing on the 
accelerator program helps us to develop our curriculum, develop agile and 
flexible styles of working that startups tend to have and corporates like ourselves 
tend to miss. So there is a lot of exchange that happens between us.’ (HEALTH-
2, Innovation Facilitator) 
 
 ‘The approach is that you need to develop a prototype within these three months 
[…]; a proof of concept so to say. […] This prototype is presented on the demo 
day.’ (MOBIL-1, Managing Director) 
 
 ‘To develop a new business model design, we have a prototype, that is, a minimum 
viable product approach. Together with the startups we conceptualize prototypes 
within our markets, on our platforms […] to figure out what synergies we can 
realize. […] We define hypotheses […], and with the help of our results we test 
whether or not those hypothesis hold true. We iteratively develop our prototypes 




‘In the first phase it is the objective to evaluate the problem. The startups conduct 
interviews, collect notes, and conduct online surveys, depending on the project. 
Within those two weeks they get an idea whether or not they are on the right 
track. Every two weeks there will be a pitch where we evaluate the potential of 
the idea. If we do not have the full picture yet, this phase can be repeated. […] It 
is an iterative process und everything is subject to improvement.’ (INSUR-1, 
Investment Manager) 
  ‘What is my market, who is my customer, what is my price, what is my product? 
Often one needs to admit that things do not always turn out as imagined. It is 
essential to be able to pass former expectations and to intuitively improvise. It is 
important to adopt learnings and on this basis to identify business models or 
products that work. This is normal and happens most of the time. […] To handle 
those situations and equally reaching success is one of the biggest challenges.’ 
(TELE-1, Senior Investment Manager)  
  ‘I think the focus has changed a few times throughout the process. During the first 
months, we were finding ourselves, and trying to understand if it pays off to put 
more energy into the market place. Is it already a market for us? Will we earn 
money with the market place? Or should we invest more effort into the agency 
model? […] And so we kind of went back and forth a few times. We had to test 
the results and see what actually worked and talked to clients. Having done that 





4.1  Dominant logic in business model design 
Our empirical evidence reveals that the dominant logic of incumbent firms impacts the 
cognitive scripts and thus, the business model schemata underlying the business model 
design in the respective context. In particular, two cognitive scripts (i.e. exploiting 
imperatives, and leveraging proficiencies) were identified, pertaining to the dominant 
logic of incumbents.  
When engaging in entrepreneurial activity, human as well as physical resources are 
integral in facilitating the business development. However, the exclusive possession of 
business resources does not ensure economic success. Managers rather need to 
command of knowledge structures determining the use of specific arrangements of 
business resources (Corbett and Hmieleski, 2007; Mitchell et al., 2000). According to 
Mitchell et al. (2000) entrepreneurship research shows evidence for distinct arrangement 
scripts: (i) idea protection (Porter, 1985; Rumelt, 1987), (ii) venture network (Aldrich 
and Zimmer, 1986; Bull and Willard, 1993; MacMillan, 1983), (iii) business resources 
(Bull and Willard, 1993), and (iv) venture-specific skills (Cooper and Dunkelberg, 
1987). In this sense, arrangement scripts determine how individuals make sense of preset 
fundamentals such as patents, business contacts, financial resources, capabilities, etc. 
Extant theory suggests individuals to dispose of and to deploy specific arrangement 
scripts when making venture creation decisions (Mitchell et al., 2000). Given this, our 
study is right in assuming arrangement scripts to become activated in the design of new 
business models.  
Indeed, our findings reveal incumbent and entrepreneurial firms to exploit 
imperatives when designing new business models in concert. First, the abundant access 
to incumbents’ physical resources such as financing, assets, and human capital allows 
growing the business more efficiently. By enacting detailed cognitive considerations 
relating to the translation of business resources into value mechanisms, managers 
arrange investment resources more purposively in the context under study. Second, 
incumbent and entrepreneurial firms identify and pair up right counterparts to gain 




facilitated access to business partners, they develop mental frameworks allowing them 
to utilize network effects more effectively. Third, incumbent and entrepreneurial firms 
tend to align to a prevention focus. By increasingly relying on patents and licensing 
agreements, managers aim to safeguard intellectual property and to prevent imitation. 
Utilizing incumbents’ formal linkages allows managers to develop appropriate 
knowledge structures concerning the arrangement of necessary conditions. These 
arrangement scripts affect the activation of distinct business model schemata; thereby 
enhancing the dominant logic of incumbents in the given context: 
There is the provision of know-how, the provision of appropriate access to 
data; in the end this is of great monetary value. This is our contribution to 
the ecosystem. (BANK-3, Project Manager) 
The financing was really an important point to join the corporate incubator 
and helped us growing our business quickly. […] But in equal measure, it 
was important to get access to all resources and infrastructure of the 
incumbent. (TELE-1, Entrepreneur) 
When starting new businesses, the possession of relative knowledge, capabilities, as 
well as norms and attitudes is eminent in supporting the initial formation process. More 
precisely, managers drawing on knowledge structures relating to proficiencies 
previously acquired, benefit from distinct experiences by transferring those evidences 
to new situations (Cooper and Dunkelberg, 1987).  Referring to entrepreneurship 
literature, Mitchell et al. (2000) identify distinct scripts concerning the ability of 
individuals to create new ventures: (i) venture diagnostic scripts, (ii) situational 
knowledge scripts, and (iii) ability-opportunity fit scripts. According to Krueger and 
Carsrud (1993) venture diagnostic scripts denote a manager’s ability to quantify the 
potential value of a venture and to anticipate systematic measures underlying its 
creation. Whereas the ability to learn from and to transfer established best practices to 
new situations is referred to as situational knowledge script (Cooper and Dunkelberg, 
1987; Stuart and Abetti, 1990), Glade (1967) and Kirzner (1982) define ability-
opportunity fit scripts as the ability to innovatively arrange existing business elements 




provide managers with knowledge structures relating to skills, norms, and attitudes 
determining how individuals make sense of organizational learning, thereby creating 
value through purposively matching opportunity and capability. Since this allows 
entrepreneurs to learn more systematically, extant theory suggests venture ability scripts 
to be inevitable in the process of forming new ventures (Mitchell et al., 2000). Applying 
logical conceptualization, our study assumes venture ability scripts to become activated 
in the design of new business models.   
Indeed, the data analysis reveals that leveraging proficiencies of incumbent firms 
impacts managerial reasoning in business model design. First, given their past successes, 
incumbents draw upon a wide set of empirical knowledge. By sharing established best 
practices with entrepreneurial firms, incumbents transfer their learnings to new 
situations, thereby imparting their experience. Second, the entrepreneurial background 
of incumbents further assists in developing capabilities more systematically. Incumbent 
firms’ knowledge structures serve as a reference frame to derive and reconcile certain 
courses of actions, thereby appropriating entrepreneurial competence to entrepreneurial 
firms. Third, drawing on incumbents’ experience and common practices permits 
managers to benefit from organizational learning. Incumbent firms enable 
entrepreneurial firms to solve design related issues and to improve business model 
configurations by leveraging scalability effects. Thus, through activation of distinct 
ability scripts managers tend to develop business model schemata of professionalization 
with less expenditure; thereby strengthening the dominant logic of incumbents:    
Although we have strong R&D entities, we know that there are very smart 
entrepreneurs out there. And we strive to establish relations with them. We 
aim to learn through collaboration and to attract new ideas to our 
organization, although they might challenge us. In exchange, we offer deep 
industry and technology know-how and experience; which is essential. As 
soon as entrepreneurs have a deep market understanding and the capabilities 
necessary, they will arrive in reality. Otherwise, they will have a long way to 
go. (TECH-3, Senior Director Venture Technology) 
During the program, we really learned a lot about how to manage a business 
and kind of those things that need to be taken care of on a regular basis. 




responsibilities of a founder, all the tasks that are necessary on a daily basis. 
[…] Only founders have been through this process themselves and 
understand the problems and pains; the challenges of starting a business. 
They are able to give really concrete first-hand experience that we can relate 
to. I really like the idea of being monitored, having somebody to lead you 
through the process, especially given the fact that we did not have a business 
background ourselves. (MEDIA-1, Entrepreneur) 
4.2 Emergent logic in business model design 
Besides relying on the dominant logic, managers make use of the emergent logic when 
designing new business model configurations. Our data analysis reveals that the 
emergent logic of entrepreneurial firms impacts the cognitive scripts applied in business 
model design. Specifically, three cognitive scripts (i.e. pursuing sense, inciting self-
efficacy, and exercising heuristics) can be emphasized assigning to the emergent logic 
of entrepreneurial firms.  
When engaging in entrepreneurial activity, loyalty and engagement towards the 
venture creation process are imperative. This dedication embraces a venture willingness 
as well as a certain degree of devotion towards the idea of forming the venture. 
Specifically, managers engaging in entrepreneurial activity need to possess of 
knowledge structures that inform this commitment (Mitchell et al., 2000). According to 
Mitchell et al. (2000), entrepreneurship research shows evidence for distinct willingness 
scripts including enforceable considerations about: (i) opportunity seeking (Kirzner, 
1982; Krueger and Brazeal, 1994), (ii) commitment tolerance (Ghemawat, 1991; 
Hisrich, 1990), and (iii) venture opportunity pursuit (McClelland, 1987; Sexton and 
Bowman-Upton, 1985). Whereas willingness scripts that focus on opportunity seeking 
are concerned with getting involved in new situations and possibilities, commitment 
tolerance scripts relate to actions involved in starting a new venture. In addition, 
considerations of risk and the underlying impetus to stick with the new venture 
opportunity relate to venture opportunity pursuit scripts. In this sense, willingness 
scripts reduce the uncertainty involved in venture creation decisions (Heath and 




the knowledge structures informing an individual’s inclination to form a new venture 
(Mitchell et al., 2000). Given this, our study assumes willingness scripts to become 
activated in the design of new business models.  
Indeed, our findings reveal incumbent and entrepreneurial firms to pursue sense as 
a means to design new business model configurations. First, when designing new 
business models, incumbent and entrepreneurial firms proactively seek for new markets 
instead of awaiting exogenous shocks. Entering blue ocean markets enables the 
identification of new trends and the seizing of opportunities. Second, incumbents and 
entrepreneurial firms strongly rely on customer perceptions when designing new 
business models. By thorough collaboration with customers managers identify customer 
value and accordingly align business model configurations to customer interest. 
Aspiring meaningfulness in managerial reasoning through distinct willingness scripts 
allows incumbents and entrepreneurial firms to activate business model schemata that 
increase their risk tolerance; thereby building upon the emergent logic of entrepreneurial 
firms in joint business design: 
The accelerator functions as a good nose within the market; this means that 
our task is more of strategic nature, meaning that we strive to see what 
innovative business models, concepts or participants are currently in the 
market. […] In other words, novel and innovative business models are 
important to us; entrepreneurial spirit which we need for our company in 
order to be a trend barometer within a specific market segment. (RETAIL-
1, Business Developer)   
Before the first line is programmed, we talked to official customers and asked 
them what they think about the business, whether or not it is relevant to them, 
and whether or not they would spend money for it. When we talked to the 
customers and recognized that the feedback is positive, we decided to quite 
our jobs and to found an own company. (REAL-1, Entrepreneur) 
The response of the customer is not predictable. Thus, we need to iteratively 
work in close collaboration with customers since they constitute the ‘crux of 
matter’ for new business models. Fundamental innovation is only realizable 





Our data analysis further reveals incumbent and entrepreneurial firms to incite self-
efficacy when designing new business model configurations. First, in circumstances of 
uncertainty, incumbent and entrepreneurial firms quickly recover from failure. By 
dedicating above-average stamina as well as commitment, managers exhibit persistent 
devotion towards the process of new business model design. Second, during the process 
of business model design, managers strive to set challenging goals and persist towards 
the achievement of their goals to not give up on opportunities. Thereby, incumbent and 
entrepreneurial firms perennially liberate optimism to maintain motivation as well as to 
convey confidence to potential investors. In fact, willingness scripts increase the 
intrinsic dedication towards the business model design process that activates business 
model schemata for identification and pursuit of business opportunities independent of 
framing effects; thereby strengthening the emergent logic of entrepreneurial firms: 
Even though, there is a friendly atmosphere and you are not in direct 
competition, we aim to keep up with the others to not fall behind. You really 
do not want to be a firm that does not have any kind of traction. This is what 
pushes and motivates you. (MEDIA-1, Entrepreneur)  
This is what makes the difference: Entrepreneurial firms work on one topic 
– Night and day. Employees from the incumbent have diverse topics on their 
agenda – That typically decreases involvement and motivation. In this 
respect, we, the interface between entrepreneurial and incumbent firms, 
learned something new. From now on, we strive to involve employees from 
the organization as soon as possible to strengthen their commitment towards 
the new business. (BANK-1, Investment Manager) 
Besides the above stated scripts, arrangement, ability, and willingness, our findings 
further indicate an additional cognitive script to guide managerial reasoning in business 
model design. When designing novel business model configurations, incumbent and 
entrepreneurial firms patronize heuristics, describing the modality of business model 
design. As this script, on the one hand, reconciles the scripts arrangement, ability, and 
willingness, and on the other hand adds another processual dimension, we will refer to 
it as system script in the following. The system script provides managers with 
knowledge structures determining how individuals will continuously adapt the design 




system scripts iteratively control the ultimate design of new business models. Until now, 
extant theory does not show evidence for a system-level script in respect of the venture 
creation process. However, our study specifies system scripts to become activated in the 
design of novel business model configurations. 
Indeed, our findings reveal incumbent and entrepreneurial firms to exercise 
heuristics when designing new business models. First, incumbents and entrepreneurial 
firms heavily rely on improvisation as a way to design viable business models. In 
particular, in situations where no reference frame is available, managers tackle unknown 
situations through learning by trial-and-error. Second, incumbent and entrepreneurial 
firms strive to immediately test their business models to allow getting a proof-of-
concept. Continuous engineering and reengineering of pilots assist in validating 
business model design by advancing prototypes. Third, incumbent and entrepreneurial 
firms continuously refine their business model design until it gains legitimacy. By this 
means, managers learn to not taking their business model as granted but rather to steadily 
reconsidering its validity through progressing by iteration. System scripts allow the 
activation of business model schemata necessary for the iterative identification of novel 
value capture and value creation mechanisms in business model design; thereby 
enhancing the emergent logic of entrepreneurial firms in the respective context: 
In the beginning, when you are facing a lot of uncertainties, you are in a quite 
experimental stage. And you definitely need time and space for 
experimentation. But, however, this is nearly impossible within an existing 
organization. The organization is used to have products that are functional, 
meaning that they have a clear segment of target customers and a specific 
price. (TELE-1, Senior Investment Manager)  
 To develop a new business model design, we have a prototype, that is, a 
minimum viable product approach. Together with the startups we 
conceptualize prototypes within our markets, on our platforms […] to figure 
out what synergies we can realize. […] We define hypotheses […], and with 
the help of our results we test whether or not those hypothesis hold true. We 
iteratively develop our prototypes further. (RETAIL-1, Business Developer) 
I think the focus has changed a few times throughout the process. During the 
first months, we were finding ourselves, and trying to understand if it pays 




Will we earn money with the market place? Or should we invest more effort 
into the agency model? […] And so we kind of went back and forth a few 
times. We had to test the results and see what actually worked and talked to 
clients. Having done that research throughout the process, we have a clearer 
idea now. (MEDIA-1, Entrepreneur) 
Our data analysis revealed managerial reasoning in business model design to be guided 
by the divergence and interaction of dominant and emergent logic of incumbent and 
entrepreneurial firms. By referring to proven norms and behaviours for creating and 
capturing value, the dominant logic of incumbents acts as a reference frame activating 
specific cognitive scripts to exploit imperatives and to leverage proficiencies. When no 
reference frame is available, managers make use of the emergent logic of entrepreneurial 
firms. Given the absence of framing effects, managers need to create entirely new 
cognitive scripts to make sense of unknown situations guided by pursuing sense, inciting 
self-efficacy as well as exercising heuristics. 
5 Discussion 
The realm of generative cognition increasingly allows researchers to understand the 
mechanisms that enable business model innovation in the absence of exogenous shocks 
(Martins et al., 2015). Our study contributes to the emergent literature on the cognitive 
perspective on business model innovation by analysing the cognitive foundations in 
managerial reasoning in business model design. By investigating the divergence and 
interaction of the dominant logic of incumbent firms and the emergent logic of 
entrepreneurial firms in business model design, we theorize five cognitive scripts that 
undergird managerial reasoning in designing new business model configurations in the 
context of corporate entrepreneurship initiatives. 
Our findings confirm and extend existing research. In particular, our study proposes 
an emergent theoretical framework by theorizing five distinct cognitive scripts guiding 
managerial reasoning in business model design in the context under study. First, 
exploiting imperatives and leveraging proficiencies can be assigned to the dominant 




pursuing sense, inciting self-efficacy, and exercising heuristics. Whereas managers 
relying on the dominant logic in business model design reason deductively by 
transferring proven patterns to unknown situations, managers referring to the emergent 
logic reason inductively by making sense of uncertainties. The contradictory logics of 
incumbents and entrepreneurial firms serve as a mental framework and were further 
identified to create and activate specific cognitive scripts assisting managerial reasoning 
in encoding information.  
Our study further strengthens the work of Mitchell et al. (2000) outlining expert 
scripts essential for new venture creation. Our identified cognitive scripts can be 
assigned to the cognitive scripts arrangement (exploiting imperatives), ability 
(leveraging proficiencies) and willingness (pursuing sense, inciting self-efficacy). We 
add new evidence in two aspects. First, we highlight the cognitive scripts arrangement, 
ability, and willingness to be applied in the design of new business models. Second, we 
argue that in the context under study, the framework is extended by additionally taking 
account of system scripts (exercising heuristics). We emphasize the design of new 
business models to be impacted by the means by which firms iteratively cope with 
novelty; thereby identifying an additional script of cognition.  
Moreover, our study extends the work of Corbett and Hmieleski (2007) arguing that 
the corporate context creates tension between corporate entrepreneurs’ role schema and 
the event schema necessary for carrying out the script of entrepreneurship. We found 
ample evidence suggesting that the corporate context of incumbent firms indoctrinates 
certain norms and behaviours within individuals. In fact, our study emphasizes the 
contradictory logics of incumbent and entrepreneurial firms to conflict in the process of 
corporate entrepreneurship initiatives. Whereas managerial reasoning of incumbent 
firms is driven by logical deduction, managerial reasoning of entrepreneurial firms 
follows the principle of induction. However, in the context under study, we found those 
types of managerial reasoning to converge into a shared design logic that assists 
managers of incumbent as well as entrepreneurial firms in designing novel business 




Our study further has implications for the work of Martins et al. (2015) stating that 
business model schemas can be proactively changed. By highlighting the role of 
contradictory logics in business model design, we provide empirical evidence that 
managers combine distinct cognitive scripts assigning to the dominant logic of 
incumbents as well as the emergent logic of entrepreneurial firms when designing novel 
business model configurations. The importance of our argument is twofold. First, we 
support the prevailing view on managerial cognition as a boundary condition in business 
model innovation (Bohnsack et al., 2014; Chesbrough, 2010; Doz and Kosonen, 2010; 
Martins et al., 2015; Prahalad and Bettis, 1986; Rindova and Petkova, 2007; Tripsas and 
Gavetti, 2000). Second, we theorize cognitive scripts that undergird managerial 
reasoning in the design of new business models. By combining cognitive scripts 
referring to the dominant as well as emergent logic, managers inform a specific design 
logic that is different to their previous business model schema; thereby overcoming the 
cognitive biases in business model design. 
Referring to our research findings, important managerial implications can be 
derived. When designing corporate entrepreneurship initiatives, incumbents must 
develop a better understanding of entrepreneurial cognition. As the corporate context 
inevitably perpetuates specific norms and behaviours within individuals, entrepreneurial 
firms working within established organizations face difficulties in carrying out the script 
of entrepreneurship. By identifying distinct cognitive scripts to overcome the cognitive 
inertia in business model innovation, we assist managers in making sense of uncertainty 
and developing novel business model designs through the process of generative 
cognition.   
Our study exhibits some limitations that present avenues for future research. Besides 
examining our findings with larger samples of corporate incubators and accelerators, 
future research should strive to confirm and extend our research results in other settings 
or industries. Moreover, our findings indicate that the degree of influence of the 
dominant logic of incumbents on joint business model design is dependent on the type 




is to uncover the mechanisms by which the dominant logic of incumbent firms largely 
determines the design of new business models. Future research might find it valuable to 
further validate our emergent theoretical framework by better understanding how 
internal and external factors affect the process of generative cognition in business model 
design. 
6 Conclusion 
Cognition research represents an important segment within the domain of business 
model innovation. However, extant research lacks an understanding relating to cognitive 
scripts that guide managerial reasoning in business model design. By combining top-
down theorizing as well as theory building, we propose an emergent theoretical 
framework highlighting the impact of contradictory logics of incumbent and 
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1 Introduction  
As research on entrepreneurial cognition advances, scholars increasingly focus on 
cognitive processes that encourage entrepreneurs to think beyond existing knowledge 
structures to shape the direction and potential rewards of alternative courses of action 
[1]–[3]. Although the cognitive perspective has attracted increasing interest in 
entrepreneurship research [3], to date, static conceptions at the individual level of 
entrepreneurial cognition have largely prevailed [4], [5]. This lack of a more dynamic 
and interactive perspective has been increasingly critiqued as inappropriate research 
stance for capturing cognitive phenomena [5]. As individuals are embedded in 
environments that socially frame resources and opportunities, context is essential in 
differentiating the situatedness of entrepreneurial endeavors [6]. As cognition generally 
captures the transformational processing of sensory input [7], scholars increasingly call 
for new conceptualizations of entrepreneurial cognition that capture the contextual 
impact of organizational and socio-economic dynamics [1], [8], [9]. 
Recently, situated entrepreneurial cognition has surfaced as an alternative research 
approach integrating social psychology and situated cognition perspectives. Situated 
cognition broadly approaches “cognition as an adaptive process that emerges from the 
interaction between an agent and the world both physical and social” [10, p. 55]. 
Entrepreneurs are exposed to influences shaping their cognitive processes underlying 
thought and behavior [5], [10] through the interrelatedness of stakeholders and material 
objects in situated contexts. Although scholars started to embrace a situated view of 
cognition in entrepreneurship research (e.g., [4], [5], [9], [11]–[13]), extant studies fall 
short to efficiently capture the contextual influence of the cognitive phenomenon [1], 
[4], [6]. Therefore, this study aims to inquire the conceptual links between 
entrepreneurial cognition and situatedness to provide a reflexive and emergent ontology 
for business model research. As entrepreneurs continuously pivot business models to 
capitalize on opportunities, we identify entrepreneurial cognition as an important 




By embodying strategic visions of opportunities for value creation and capture [15], 
the business model has emerged as an important unit of analysis for studying cognition 
(e.g.,[16]–[21]). We conceptualize business models as reflections of managerial mental 
models or schemas [14], [20], [22] that provide a viable perspective for better 
understanding entrepreneurial cognition [23], [24]. 
Our study responds to the call for gaining new insights into entrepreneurial 
cognition by analyzing the manifestation of situated cognition of entrepreneurs 
designing novel business model configurations. Our research setting lies within 
corporate entrepreneurship initiatives—that is, corporate incubators and accelerators—
placing the entrepreneur at the nexus of individual and context. As corporate 
entrepreneurship initiatives bring together managers from different thought worlds, i.e. 
corporate and entrepreneurial managers, this research setting allows to specifically 
investigate the influence of contextual factors that are unorthodox in entrepreneurial 
settings. We have chosen this intriguing empirical context for our study, as we assume 
that entrepreneurs build mental constructs about business model design based on mutual 
interactions with other stakeholders and shared experience. Thus, we explore the 
following research question: How do the unfolding dynamics between entrepreneurial 
cognition and contextual factors influence the design of new business models? 
Investigating this question is important as situated cognition is a promising avenue of 
research highlighting the role of business models as boundary objects. Our study 
synthesizes and applies existing conceptual perceptions of situated cognition to provide 
a more sensitive view of entrepreneurship as a contextually shaped process. 
We make three primary contributions to literature. First, complementing the 
scholarly interpretation of situated entrepreneurial cognition by Dew et al. [4], we push 
the situatedness perspective of entrepreneurs forward by demonstrating how three theses 
of situated entrepreneurial cognition—the embedding thesis, the embodiment thesis, and 
the extended mind thesis—unfold in the respective research setting. Thereby we 
highlight the role of material objects, bodily interactions, and social agents in guiding 




framework authored by Dew et al. [4] by arguing that an isolated consideration of 
entrepreneurial cognition as deriving from material objects, bodily interactions, or social 
agents fails to capture the holistic nature of entrepreneurial cognition. Specifically, our 
study emphasizes the interrelatedness of material objects, bodily interactions, and agents 
spanning a social system. We also accentuate the role of the individual level in situated 
entrepreneurial cognition, yielding significant implications to theory. Third, we add to 
constitutive approaches by emphasizing how entrepreneurs contextualize business 
models through narratives. Specifically, we support the prevailing view authored by 
Doganova and Eyquem-Renault [13] that business models inherit narrative as well as 
calculative elements that enable its circulation across heterogeneous parties, thus 
building the network of the business model that it represents. Contradicting the work of 
George and Bock [25] who suggest the language of narratives and legitimization to not 
constitute a critical element in the business model construct per se, we further strengthen 
the endemic perspective of Wallnöfer and Hacklin [26] by attaching importance to 
business models as marketing device toward potential stakeholders. As interactions 
among different stakeholders create central stimuli for entrepreneurial cognition, the use 
of narratives is suggested to act as an effective resource lever in the legitimization of 
new business model designs. Given this and the integration of contextual factors, 
business model design is further augmented as an embedded process, thereby 
underlining the role of the business model as a boundary object mediating between 
material objects, bodily interactions, and social agents. 
The remainder of this paper is structured as follows: After briefly delineating the 
research paradigm, the second section will review different approaches to the concept 
of situated entrepreneurial cognition prevailing in literature. Following the presentation 
of our research methodology, we show how contextual factors manifest in the selected 
research setting while equally introducing their implication for conceptualizing situated 
entrepreneurial cognition. In the last section, we discuss our research results and 





2 Theoretical background 
Cognition research provides viable lenses that support the inquiry of entrepreneurial 
phenomena to systematically understand the role of individual entrepreneurs in venture 
formation processes. Whereas cognition is generally characterized as mental processing 
of sensory input, entrepreneurial cognition constitutes “knowledge structures that people 
use to make assessments, judgments, or decisions involving opportunity evaluation, 
venture creation, and growth” [27, p. 97].  
The primacy of static conceptions of entrepreneurial cognition is increasingly 
criticized to be incomplete in their theorizing of mental processes [28]. However, as 
static and individualistic conceptions fail to comprehensively capture the essence of 
entrepreneurial phenomena entangled in interactive and dynamic environments, they are 
metaphorically critiqued as “boxologies” [4], [5]. Thus, the concept of situated cognition 
responds to the scholarly call for a more dynamic and contextual view (e.g., [5]–[7], 
[11]–[13], [28]). Situated cognition research considers the context of an individual 
situated in a real-world environment affecting perception as well as action involved in 
cognitive activity [4], [5]. Thus, situated cognition results from the interaction between 
minds and environments, whereby thinking resides in their recursive interaction [28]. 
Thus, as an ongoing process and a temporally bounded outcome, situated cognition is 
inferred to mediate between individuals’ inherent knowledge structures and the concrete 
particularities of the contextual setting [28]. Work focusing on the social layer of 
situated cognition conceives of socially situated cognition as “mental representations 
and processes that underlie social judgments and behavior” [29, p. 132]. By considering 
actioned behavior as deriving from the interaction of individuals and environments [27], 
the plurality of scholars of social cognition theory focuses on activities that are not 
distinctly entrepreneurial, making them epiphenomenal to entrepreneurship [4]. Thus, 
placing a noted emphasis on the interactions between mind and environment in an 





2.1 Cognitive theses on situated entrepreneurial cognition 
We focus our investigation on a previously developed framework [4] that integrates 
several central tenets in the situated cognition literature relating to entrepreneurial 
cognition issues. Specifically, we summarize and differentiate three isolated theses that 
represent work in the respective area: the embedding thesis (embedded cognition), the 
embodiment thesis (grounded cognition), and the extended mind thesis (distributed 
cognition). The three theses are characterized by the interaction between entrepreneurs 
and their environment and point to cognition as rooted in the physical, material, and 
social context [4], [30]. Table 1 provides a clear delineation of the three theses, which 
derive from prior research [4].  
Table 1. Research framework derived by Dew et al. [4, pp. 144-145] 
Situated entrepreneurial 
cognition thesis 
Manifestation in research Subcategory 
Embedding thesis 
(Embedded cognition) 
‘[…] Cognition is geared to action in the natural and 
social environment, and therefore has evolved in 
myriad ways to exploit objects and social structure 
available in these environments’  
(i) Micro-processes of innovation 
(ii) Objects of passion 
Embodiment thesis 
(Grounded cognition) 
‘[…] Cognitive processes have deep roots in the 
body, in particular in its sensorimotor capabilities.’ 
(i) Embodied concepts 
(ii) Opportunities are valuable, 
hidden objects 
iii) Markets are containers 
Extended mind thesis 
(Distributed cognition) 
‘[…] Mind is best understood as extending beyond 
the boundaries of the individual to incorporate a 
broader system of interacting elements […].’  
(i) Extended mind theory 
(ii) Transactive memory 
 iii) Boundary objects 
 
Embedding thesis 
The embedding thesis—that is, embedded cognition—holds that action-oriented 
cognition is stimulated by the natural and social environment. Being shaped by material 
objects [4], [31], cognition condenses in diverse manifestations to exploit substances as 
well as social structure [32]. As many scholars who refer to the embedding thesis discuss 
aspects of cognition that relate to entrepreneurship only peripherally, two pertinent 
aspects occur in the innovation process: material objects and cognitive offloading. Both 
aspects spark interest and passion within individuals, thus motivating entrepreneurial 




and processes as well as material objects in the form of products or goods [33], they 
follow the principle of cognitive offloading by converting problems into visual tasks to 
materially manipulate the object itself [34]. Thus, learning emerges from thought 
processes initiated by the interaction with these objects [4].  
Interaction with material objects or objectified ideas does not merely touch micro-
processes of innovation. It also creates material relationships with those objects, 
inducing situated entrepreneurial passion [35] as well as motivation [4], [10], [36]. 
However, being actively shaped by objects, those inherent innovation themes partially 
reside in the object itself [37]. 
Embodiment thesis 
The embodiment thesis—that is, grounded cognition—proposes that cognition is deeply 
rooted in the human body [31], thereby arising from bodily interaction with the 
environment [5], [7], [38]. Consequently, cognition is formed by making use of our 
bodies and environments as “external informational structures that complement internal 
representations. In turn, internal representations have a situated character, implemented 
via simulations in the brain’s modal systems, making them well suited for interfacing 
with external structures” [39, p. 717]. Scholars consider grounded cognition to center 
on the differentiation of cognitive tasks into online and offline tasks [30], [40]. Whereas 
online tasks involve a close coupling of agent and environment, offline tasks comprise 
a decoupled bilateral interaction [4]. 
Several approaches from literature [41]–[44] refer to “body-based metaphors” [4, p. 
152], which, when applied to the concepts of opportunity and market, provide a more 
coherent understanding of these aspects. Therefore, in the embodiment thesis, 
opportunities are valuable, hidden objects while markets are containers delimited by 
distinct boundaries.  
Extended mind thesis 
The extended mind thesis—distributed cognition—holds that mind extends beyond the 




[31], [45]. The rationale of distributed cognition relies on the premise that cognition is 
dispersed across multiple agents [5], [10], [46], thus foregrounding the social layer of 
cognition [4]. As entrepreneurship typically involves spillovers from other individuals 
in social systems [47]–[50], cognitive activity principally proceeds outside the head of 
individuals, attaching importance to the system-level property of cognition [4]. 
Two mechanisms help to simplify the distribution of cognition across multiple 
agents [4], that is, transactive memory and boundary objects [51], [52]. Transactive 
memory is “the shared division of cognitive labor with respect to the encoding, storage, 
retrieval and communication of information from different knowledge domains, which 
often develops in close relationships” [53, p. 633]. Whereas the transactive memory 
perspective conceptualizes people as a central domain of knowledge [54], boundary 
objects serve as “triangulation points” for social actors from different knowledge 
domains [4, p. 156].  
2.2 Business models as boundary objects 
The notion of a boundary object has grown in significance in the scholarly field of 
entrepreneurship and business model research (e.g., [13], [55]). In general, boundary 
objects give rise to the relative differences in expertise and knowledge [56], representing 
the inherent information and knowledge asymmetry between entrepreneurs and their 
stakeholders. By providing a podium for direct interaction, boundary objects function 
as points of triangulation to facilitate a continuous flow of information and knowledge 
[57]. 
In recent years, the business model has gained considerable attention in both 
academic and practitioner scholars [58]. Acknowledging its growing significance, 
researchers from diverse disciplines joined the scientific discourse about the 
conceptualization of business models, resulting in a multi-faceted understanding of the 
concept [23], [58], [59]. Whereas one central stream in literature defines the business 
model as a firm’s “design or architecture of the value creation, delivery, and capture 




cognitive construct [55]. The cognitive perspective further defines business models as 
“cognitive models that managers or analysts can use to describe, understand, or test 
business activities” [55, p. 31]. As business models provide a comprehensive description 
of the business’ underlying activity system and offer taxonomies and typologies that 
permit the categorization and contrast of different models, they provide managers with 
the prospect of manipulation and experimentation [61]. While a consensus around 
central tenets starts to emerge [62], [63], the business model concept still lacks sufficient 
empirical validation, thus offering various avenues for future research. 
Beyond this cognitive conceptualization, a physical representation of business 
models entails considering them as artefacts that can be presented to stakeholders [64], 
thus advancing the scholarly acknowledgement of business models as market devices 
[13], [55], [65]. Emphasizing their ubiquity [66]–[68], this perspective infers that 
business models function as both a calculative and narrative device connecting 
heterogeneous actors. Whereas the calculative element of business models entails the 
objectification and singularization of the venture and the product, the narrative element 
captures the story of the venture by describing a state in a sequentially structured manner 
[69]–[71]. Specifically, the latter has ontological significance in the entrepreneurial 
process [72]–[76]. Given the information asymmetry about the value of opportunities 
between entrepreneurs and their networks [76], [77], entrepreneurial storytelling is 
crucial to establish venture legitimacy, and to attract and sustainably motivate 
stakeholder support [78]. “As generalized perception or assumption that the actions of 
an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially constructed system 
of norms, values, beliefs, and definitions” [79, p. 574], legitimacy is necessary in 
attracting the needed resource flow for entrepreneurial venture growth [73], [76], [80]. 
Stories reflect interpretations which entail subjective perceptions [81] by attributing 
intentions to aspects of the world [82]. Given this, a narrative perspective in the 
conceptualization of entrepreneurial agency is appropriate, taking account of the 
interrelations of social and material elements [83] that represent the origin of 




Entrepreneurial stories help to acquire necessary resources by conveying value and 
setting expectations [72], [76], [85]. Therefore, stories need to align with the interest 
and normative beliefs of the audience [73]. In general, expectations are set by projective 
storytelling [82], considering the intertwined relation of past, present, and future [84], 
[85]. As an entrepreneurial journey unfolds, entrepreneurs are confronted with 
unanticipated obstacles, forcing them to continuously adapt their stories and to revise 
expectations that prevent the loss of both cognitive and pragmatic legitimacy [78]. Being 
embodied in artifacts [86], a narrative perspective in entrepreneurial agency 
contextualizes the relational processes between social and material elements, thus 
reinforcing the exploitation of entrepreneurial opportunities [84].  
While we emphasize the characteristics of entrepreneurial narratives in our analytic 
approach, the two elements, that is, calculation and narration, are complementary. 
However, the balance between calculation and narrative can be modified to ensure that 
the business model meets the requirements of different audiences [13]. Acting as a 
boundary object, the business model serves as a performative model of the new venture 
to demonstrate legitimacy to stakeholders. 
In conclusion, previous research presents a unilateral conceptualization of 
entrepreneurial cognition situated in a social context. Because of the absence of an 
unequivocal distinction of contextual factors undergirding entrepreneurial reasoning, 
our study aims to advance theory by further approximating the notion of situated 
entrepreneurial cognition. Specifically, we investigate the contextual factors that 
undergird entrepreneurial reasoning in the design of new business models. As a market 
device, business models represent an adequate unit of analysis to study entrepreneurial 
cognition in business model design by taking into account contextual dynamics. 
3 Research method 
Following our intention to generate insights into the unfolding dynamics between 
entrepreneurial cognition and contextual factors in business model design, we adopted 




accounts of entrepreneurs in the setting of corporate entrepreneurship initiatives 
provides access to a more profound understanding of the knowledge structures that 
underlie entrepreneurial cognition by capturing context-specific factors [87]–[89]. 
Building on theory as the underlying framework, we aim to go beyond description 
to provide explanations of how entrepreneurial cognition unfolds in various settings. 
Specifically, our study focused on situated entrepreneurial interactions that we traced 
through narratives. The narrative approach recently evolved as a prominent research 
lens, as it does not consider individuals in isolation of their environment [90], but rather 
takes account of contextual influences [91]. 
3.1 Research setting and sample 
The description of context is crucial to our research design [89]. We situated our study 
in the context of corporate incubators and accelerators, which spawn the entrepreneur at 
the nexus of individual and idiosyncratic context. As current research suggests, 
corporate entrepreneurs and non-corporate entrepreneurs are likely to differ in their 
underlying knowledge structures, reinforcing the argument that context inevitable 
indoctrinates certain norms and beliefs [92]–[94]. Given this, we focused our research 
on the phenomenon of corporate entrepreneurship initiatives versus non-corporate 
initiatives. Being established as a means to commercialize corporate innovation, 
corporate entrepreneurship initiatives offer entrepreneurs a startup-like environment 
apart from the administrative parent organization while equally providing 
complementary assets and services that facilitate entrepreneurial journeys [95]. In this 
setting, entrepreneurs and corporate representatives collectively work to design novel 
business model configurations, thereby exerting a potential influence on entrepreneurial 
cognition. 
Our sampling approach followed a cross-sectional procedure [87]. We included 
various industries in our sample, such as automotive, aviation, bank, energy, health, and 
hospitality (Table 2). We selected corporate entrepreneurship initiatives based in 




corporate incubators and accelerators, we followed the purposive sampling procedure 
authored by Patton [96] aiming at maximal variation in our sample. As the social 
environment for investigating situated entrepreneurial practices, these different types of 
corporate entrepreneurship initiatives allowed to examine a large set of variations, thus 
allowing to draw more generalizable findings for entrepreneurial reasoning [97]. 
Further, we adhered to the distinction of entrepreneurs as “individuals who 
recognize and exploit new business opportunities by founding new ventures” [98, p. 
328]. Thus, we purposively selected entrepreneurs who were in the center of direct 
interactions and were, therefore, knowledgeable about the research problem under study 
[89], [99]. As the information and knowledge asymmetry between novice entrepreneurs 
and corporate representatives is assumed to be significant, we selected entrepreneurs 
engaging in their first entrepreneurial endeavor. Specifically, we focused on respondents 
that continuously engaged in interactions with social actors and material artifacts, 
representing a crucial condition to investigate the contextual impact on entrepreneurial 
cognition. Thus, our respondents were purposively chosen by the degree to which they 
supposedly provided information assisting the generation of theoretical insights on the 
research subject [100]. 
3.2 Data collection and research procedures 
We employed a narrative interview technique with selected respondents for data 
collection. The narrative technique favors the respondent's knowledge in presenting 
experiences as narratives, and offers a suitable approach to study subjective theories 
[91]. Specifically, episodic interviews provide the interviewer with the possibility to 
direct the course of the dialogue. By combining narrative and structured sequences, 
episodic interviews overcome the one-sided subjective perspective present in the data 
collection of narratives [91]. 
We started our interviews with generative questions containing clear prompts that 
were intended to provide a narrative stimulus [91]. For example, one question was “How 




corporate entrepreneurship initiative?” Questions followed a semi-structured interview 
guideline, assisting in identifying situations that provide insights into the role of 
contextual factors in business model design. Following the narrative incentives, we 
employed a sequence of questions which inquired into respondents’ subjective 
perspectives on the phenomenon under study, such as “How did the interaction with 
your context influences the design of your business model?” Complementing narrative 
fragments, we further explored interesting aspects in the interviews that were not 
entirely captured previously by linking episodic and semantic parts of respondents’ 
experiences. Over time, we successively developed a rich collection of textual accounts, 
which provided the empirical base to develop theoretical insights from the evidence 
[91]. 
Our primary source of data was the narrative accounts of 34 entrepreneurs. To 
ensure confidentiality, we disguised the identities of the respondents. Table 2 displays 
our research sample of respondents, offering insights into the setting of corporate 
































Automotive AUTO-1 Berlin, Germany 2015 6 months 34:55:00 Entrepreneur I 
Aviation AVIA-1 Hamburg, Germany 2015 6 months 32:47:00 Entrepreneur I 
     45:38:00 Entrepreneur II 
Banking BANK-1 Hamburg, Germany 2016 3 months 42:31:00 Entrepreneur I 
Energy ENERGY-1 Dusseldorf, Germany 2013 3 months 28:36:00 Entrepreneur I 
     35:22:00 Entrepreneur II 
     31:09:00 Entrepreneur III 
     38:07:00 Entrepreneur IV 
Health HEALTH-1 Darmstadt, Germany 2015 3 months 22:44:00 Entrepreneur I 
Hospitality HOSP-1 Berlin, Germany 2015 3 months 18:56:00 Entrepreneur I 
     41:07:00 Entrepreneur II 
Insurance INSUR-1 Munich, Germany 2013 3 months 25:08:00 Entrepreneur I 
     34:29:00 Entrepreneur II 
Media MEDIA-1 Berlin, Germany 2013 3 months 27:41:00 Entrepreneur I 
     33:10:00 Entrepreneur II 
 MEDIA-2 Munich, Germany 2013 3 months 32:27:00 Entrepreneur I 
     31:25:00 Entrepreneur II 
Mobility MOBIL-1 Berlin, Germany 2014 3 months 24:20:00 Entrepreneur I 
     40:17:00 Entrepreneur II 
Real estate REAL-1 Berlin, Germany 2013 3 months 37:32:00 Entrepreneur I 
     48:15:00 Entrepreneur II 
Retail RETAIL-1 Hamburg, Germany 2012 3 months 31:34:00 Entrepreneur I 
     44:21:00 Entrepreneur II 
 RETAIL-2 Munich, Germany 2015 5 months 51:53:00 Entrepreneur I 
     45:45:00 Entrepreneur II 
Software SOFT-1 Berlin, Germany 2016 3 months 28:34:00 Entrepreneur I 
     28:54:00 Entrepreneur II 
 SOFT-2 Berlin, Germany 2013 4 months 35:39:00 Entrepreneur I 
Technology TECH-1 Berlin, Germany 2015 5 months 18:25:00 Entrepreneur I 
 TECH-2 Munich, Germany 2016 3 months 48:27:00 Entrepreneur I 
Telecommuni
cations 
TELE-1 Berlin, Germany 2012 3 months 20:44:00 Entrepreneur I 
    29:52:00 Entrepreneur II 
 TELE-2 Munich, Germany 2012 3 months 21:41:00 Entrepreneur I 
    31:47:00 Entrepreneur II 
 
The interviews lasted 30 minutes on average. Respondents’ interviews were recorded, 
transcribed, and complemented by notes that were taken during the conversation. After 
several months of collecting and analyzing the interviews simultaneously, we started to 
realize the saturation of the collected evidence. Beyond the consolidated categories 
emerged hitherto, additional interviews did not provide any new incrementally 
consolidated or substantially new or different insights for building our theoretical 




theoretical development was exhausted and theoretical saturation of the evidence was 
reached [89]. 
3.3 Data analysis 
The commonly deployed variance-based methodologies for investigating cognition at 
the individual level present limitations for the investigation of research contexts 
comprising a large variety of interaction patterns of multiple social actors [101]. As the 
practice of entrepreneurship primarily relies on combining social and material elements 
from diverse contexts to offer coherent accounts [80], a discursive research approach is 
appropriate to explore the relational, temporal, and performative facets of 
entrepreneurial innovation [80]. Thus, our study does not focus on individual 
entrepreneurs and their cognitive traits, but on the narrative practices that entrepreneurs 
use to engage with other stakeholders [102]. As a narrative device circulating among 
multiple social actors, business models allow entrepreneurs to explore markets and to 
bring innovation into existence [13], thus representing our unit of analysis. 
We analyzed our data by applying a top-down theorizing approach [103] while 
equally aiming to inductively build theory [87], [104]. Acknowledging the prevailing 
view that theorizing typically involves both deduction and induction [105]–[107], this 
analytic approach allowed a deeper understanding of the unfolding dynamics between 
entrepreneurial cognition and contextual factors in business model design by developing 
a framework that is informed by extant theory. Throughout the analytic process, we 
compared emerging categories against the theoretical assumptions in the extant 
literature to create detail to the conceptualization of situated entrepreneurial cognition 
[108]. 
Following a constant comparative approach to data analysis, we first sought to draw 
theoretical inferences from respondents’ narratives by analyzing and searching for 
empirically grounded reflection patterns within each textual account. In a second step, 
we then constantly compared the emerging patterns relating to our research interest 




between the co-authors, we then sorted our data into descriptive categories [109]. We 
continued comparing those descriptive categories with further emerging themes in the 
analytic comparison of the textual accounts, which enabled us to establish explanatory 
themes providing ample empirically grounded insights for the conceptualization of the 
embedding thesis, the embodiment thesis, and the extended mind thesis. Table 3,4, and 
5 illustrate the research process by which we converted emergent themes into condensed 
categories. 
To better understand the analytic process in our coding procedure, we provide an 
example on how the subjective perspectives of entrepreneurs in the collected evidence 
relate to the resultant thematic categories of our framework [91]. With this coding 
example, we illustrate how inferences from the narratives to entrepreneurial cognition 
undergirding the design of business models were drawn. One entrepreneur provides the 
following narrative account on the temporal process nature of business model design: 
I think every meeting influences you in a sense that you think about all this 
stuff twice, at least. You make iterations, I think we changed the business 
model a few times, recalculating it from the upside, right side, left side, we 
didn’t really care of which side, but we just calculated all the stuff and this 
influence came mainly from our stakeholders. […] The business model is a 
great way to step up. (ENERGY I, Entrepreneur IV) 
Here, the respondent stated that the design of new business models entails many 
iterations which are primarily caused by the stakeholders this individual entrepreneur 
was engaging with over a prolonged time period in the corporate entrepreneurship 
initiative. This statement provides important insights for our analytic process as the 
respondent emphasized the crucial role of the business model as a boundary object 
organizing the interactions among different stakeholders. We consequently coded this 
statement as ‘ business model as an organizing boundary object’. As the business model 
represents a central element of the shared cognitive work in corporate entrepreneurship 
initiatives, we inferred that, in our research setting, cognition is distributed across social 






Our study investigates the unfolding dynamics of entrepreneurial cognition and 
contextual factors influencing the design of new business models. By situating our study 
in the context of corporate incubators and accelerators, we inquire into essential facets 
of the embedding thesis, embodiment thesis, and extended mind thesis in entrepreneurial 
cognition. Our findings add rich, empirically grounded insights furthering the 
understanding of the role of material objects, bodily interactions, and the cognitive 
processes of social actors involved in the design of new business model configurations. 
Building on the cognitive perspective in entrepreneurship research, our study findings 
add to and complement extant theory by highlighting the empirical interrelatedness of 
all three theses. 
4.1 Embedding thesis: Material objects shape cognition in business model 
design 
Embeddedness infers the social framing of resources and opportunities, thus advancing 
to a situated condition that influences entrepreneurial behavior [6]. According to the 
embedding thesis, cognition results from material objects [4]. As objects embody 
knowledge to transform the world into new opportunities [9], they are characterized as 
crucial drivers of innovation processes. Specifically, the notion of passion is central to 
entrepreneurship. As passion strengthens entrepreneurial creativity, it gives rise to the 
identification of new information patterns that are endemic to the seeking and seizing of 
opportunities [35]. Motivation theory posits that objects are considered to be important 
drivers of motivation [37]. Artifacts have a strong symbolic meaning [36], and 
entrepreneurs likely experience an “intimate attachment” [33, p. 614] to their objects. 
Thus, entrepreneurial motivation evolves from embeddedness in material relations 
[110]. Table 3 presents representative quotes highlighting the role of material objects in 
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‘And then you get the approval from the accelerator and they give you a certain amount of money to make your 
idea, not just to come up with a business plan but actually to test it, to research and to build small prototypes.’ 
(INSUR-1, Entrepreneur I) 
Value 
proposition 
i) Micro-processes of 
innovation: Physical 
interaction with objects 







‘Talk to as much persons as possible and try to get the commitment to discuss your pilot. Or get people to build 
a pilot with you. And this is as important as your business model itself.’ (TECH-2, Entrepreneur I) 
  
‘If I focus on what is the problem, what has the business come up with as solution and how it is innovative, what 
is the market, how is the business going to make money, how much investment is it looking for, for what and how 
does it plan to grow over the next year? Is it a viable business? I mean all of those things are pretty important 
for the pitch document. […] I think the investors are less concerned about the products, they are more 
concerned about the business plan.’ (ENERGY-1, Entrepreneur II) 
Value creation   
‘To communicate with investors, the basis is your pitch deck. In the pitch deck we comprehensively describe the 
business model. […] After all, our business plan is a PowerPoint presentation that attracts interest or not.’ 
(MOBIL-1, Entrepreneur II) 
 
   
‘They use a format, I do not really know how this method is called, which basically is a visualization, a game 
plan, where we define our objective, its priority, milestones, and timeline. Accordingly, we define all necessary 
stakeholders. […] This offers us the possibility to track the progress we make.’ (SOFT-1, Entrepreneur I) 
    
‘We have management reporting. Starting from specific values, we agree on expenses, plan the next quarters 
and discuss funding et cetera.’ (INSUR-1, Entrepreneur II) 
Value capture    
‘It is the first step to identify a problem within this market. […] If you did this, you need to quantify this 
problem, i.e. how big is the problem, what is the willingness to pay, how big is the market, how could a business 
look like to solve this problem.’ (INSUR-1, Entrepreneur II) 
 









‘Explaining our business to people and seeing how they feel gives me actually the confidence that what our 
company does is the right thing. It gives me more confidence in what I do. On the other hand it gives me more – 
so the resistance I feel from certain skills – it gives me motivation for the resistance. So this is like I feel that the 
norms and terms which are exposed to me as a person give me drive to actually think of problem solutions 
rather than believing in what people say is right.’ (TELE-2, Entrepreneur I) 
Entrepreneurial 
motivation 
ii) Objects of passion: 





‘It is our mindset that it is necessary to demonstrate that one believes in the product. Behind this product is a lot 
of research and work from our founders that was made long time ago at university. On this product, we worked 
24 hours each day and we really want to bring this to market.’ (AVIA-1, Entrepreneur I) 
Entrepreneurial 
passion 




Micro-processes of innovation 
Our analysis reveals that three objects undergird entrepreneurial reasoning in business 
model design within corporate incubators and accelerators, thereby referring to the 
material dimension of those objects: value proposition, value creation, and value 
capture. Acknowledging the normative conceptualization of business models as 
consisting of value proposition, value creation, and value capture [60], [111], [112], our 
results show that entrepreneurs continuously interact with these objects, initiating 
micro-processes of innovation. 
First, referring to the value proposition of business models, our findings show that 
entrepreneurs build prototypes to test different business scenarios and to develop 
products as well as services that are justified by stakeholders, especially customer 
groups. Whereas some entrepreneurs highlight the role of the financial support of 
corporate incubators and accelerators in building prototypes, others argue for the 
validation of products that result from prototyping. Second, referring to the value 
creation component of business models, our analysis surfaces the role of the business 
plan in entrepreneurial endeavors. In general, a good amount of emphasis is put on the 
business plan in anticipating problems and information demands. However, the business 
plan does not merely serve as an internal artefact describing business activities and their 
inherent interrelations. Rather, the business plan is a document circulating among 
multiple stakeholders to gain legitimacy. While a project plan reflects a component of 
the business plan, our findings stress its importance for acting as a medium for 
visualizing the entrepreneurial business. Whereas some entrepreneurs consider the 
structuration of business activities as essential, others point to the project plan as a 
moderating artefact for tracking the venture’s progress following milestones and 
timeline. Third, referring to the dimension of value capture of a business model, our 
analysis shows that entrepreneurs consciously construct a business case for their 
venture. Notably, they identify relevant customer groups, and quantify the problem they 
aim to address. While planning expenses as well as anticipated revenue, they interact 




business to be profitable within a specific time period. In describing the entirety of 
material objects, one entrepreneur highlighted the role of prototypes in business model 
design: 
In this case, diverse scenarios are developed, meaning that one has different 
business models and products that resolve the initial problem. Those models 
are validated with different prototypes to attract first customers.…  In the 
ideal case, one business model remains that has the chance to access relevant 
customer groups and thus, to generate revenue. (INSUR-1, Entrepreneur II) 
Immediate interaction with these objects motivates entrepreneurs to continuously 
rethink the venture’s core. Offering textual and formal devices for structuring the 
business, interaction undergirds reasoning processes, assisting entrepreneurs in fine-
tuning their business models. Therefore, material objects not only induce micro-
processes of innovation but also serve as an essential communication device for 
connecting different stakeholders. 
Objects of passion 
Our data analysis emphasizes the role of material objects in generating entrepreneurial 
passion as well as motivation in the respective research setting. First, entrepreneurs 
assert to interact with material objects nearly 24 hours a day, playing around with 
different designs. This intrinsic excitement can be ascribed to the influence of 
entrepreneurial passion. As entrepreneurship typically implies uncertainty and thus, 
unforeseeable outcomes, passion is essential in driving entrepreneurial action. As one 
entrepreneur emphasized:  
In the beginning, when we were developing this, we were incredibly excited 
when we generated electricity from a player. This was something which was 
amazing. We thought it was the most entertaining and crazy thing.… 
Moreover, so I think, it really made us think in a more empathetic way to 
create something that is exciting.… Finding different ways to generate and 
harness electricity was amazing, and I could stand hours in my shop playing 
around with things and designs. (ENERGY-1, Entrepreneur III) 
Second, entrepreneurs claim that receiving approval for their ventures fosters 




the business. It enables entrepreneurs to think of problem solutions rather than merely 
believing what people say holds true, thereby augmenting their confidence with their 
ventures. As one entrepreneur put it: 
Explaining our business to people and seeing how they feel gives me actually 
the confidence that what our company does is the right thing. It gives me 
more confidence in what I do. On the other hand, it gives me more – so the 
resistance I feel from certain skills – it gives me motivation for the resistance. 
So this is like I feel that the norms and terms which are exposed to me as a 
person give me drive to actually think of problem solutions rather than 
believing in what people say is right. (TELE-2, Entrepreneur I) 
Our study shows that the complementary influences of passion and motivation operate 
at every stage of the venture formation process. As passion enhances mental activity 
more intrinsically, it can be conceived as going beyond motivational factors in 
entrepreneurship, thus fueling motivation in the broader sense. Especially with respect 
to the design of novel business model configurations, material relationships are created 
that foster problem-solving as well as confidence in entrepreneurial solutions. In 
correspondence with the elementary notion of cognition, pursued objectives are 
represented as knowledge structures, thus arguing for a bilateral interference of 
entrepreneurial passion as well as motivation and cognition. 
4.2  Embodiment thesis: Bodily interactions shape cognition in business model 
design 
The approach of groundedness in cognition typically refers to opportunities or other 
schemes of entrepreneurial endeavors as a more general phenomenon and suggests that 
words or representations have a deeper meaning by ultimately linking them to perceptual 
experiences [11], [39], [40], [113]. Rather than deducting meaning from 
interrelationships of abstract artefacts, the embodiment thesis emphasizes that cognition 
results from bodily interactions with the environment [4]. Taking the embodiment thesis 
further, opportunities are characterized as distinct objects that need to be grasped and 
discovered [42], [43]. Inheriting a metaphorical structure, opportunities are facilitated 




approach to markets, markets are considered to be containers that need to be opened up 
and positioned within [41], [44], [114], [115], thus having distinct physical boundaries 
[44] wherein entrepreneurial manipulation and control can occur [11]. Table 4 provides 
representative quotes elucidating the role of bodily interactions in undergirding 
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 Offline i) Embodiment 
concepts: Human 
perceptual systems 






(Grounded cognition) ‘Within this three months, they offer you the possibility to optimize your business model in respect of effectivity, 
revenue generation et cetera.’ (HOSP-1, Entrepreneur II) 
Prototyping 
‘Those mentors are important for our startup because without them we would not be able to test our hypotheses 
and our product. They influence our business model, however in a different way, as they offer you the possibility 
to do prototyping.’ (REAL-1, Entrepreneur II) 
 
 Online   
‘You hop on to that idea and then the whole pitching within the corporation starts. So you put up a regular 
business plan and then present that to an investor committee, which is just within the accelerator. […] If they 
say they like this idea, they then went to the headquarters to get approval to make this idea live and happen.’ 
(INSUR-1, Entrepreneur I) 
Pitching   
‘We are working towards the pitch. That is the most important moment of discussing the business plan, maybe 
not even discussing it, but presenting it.’ (ENERGY-1, Entrepreneur IV) 
    
‘In the beginning it was quite a challenge to present your business in five minutes. Now, we do pitches in 90 
seconds in which every relevant information is included. This makes something to you, but it equally does 
something to your business model. You start raising the essential questions.’ (TECH-2, Entrepreneur I) 
    
‘During the accelerator program it was the objective to get coaching in different areas such as IT management 
or technology funding to adapt and refine your business model.’ (HEALTH-1, Entrepreneur I) 
Coaching    
‘In the beginning, they have an onboarding week where you attend different classes and are introduced to 
different tools such as the business model CANVAS. It is an open environment and it does not seem 
intimidating.’ (ENERGY-1, Entrepreneur III) 
    
‘Those tools which you are introduced to in workshops encourage you to consider your business from a different 
perspective. Although, you already know most of the tools, the workshops lead you to shift your focus, maybe to 
the consumer side, which sets thought-provoking impulses.’ (SOFT-2, Entrepreneur I) 









‘We were together with 6 or 7 other startups. We were able to comment on each other. […] It was very open – 
again it was really nice – which took a little bit the pressure off.’ (ENERGY-1, Entrepreneur I) 
‘Once in a week, we all sit together or do something together. Since our business is not only a job but rather an 
hobby, our exchange is quite strong, especially in our leisure time.’ (HOSP-1, Entrepreneur II) 
Conversing 
‘Our CEOs meet weekly for breakfast. They talk about private things but also about business problems that 
occurred during the week. They benefit from the wealth of experience other founders have.’ (MEDIA-2, 
Entrepreneur II) 
    
‘One week ago, we had our demo day where we presented our business idea in front of potential investors, 
partners, or other interested parties. There we present what we achieved during the last couple of weeks and 
where we want to go. Therefore, we need to work through all those contacts to get the most out of it.’ (MEDIA-
1, Entrepreneur II) 
Networking    
‘They connect us to investors where they think we have a match. […] At the demo day, investors are joining to 
check all those startups. They do not just want to drink coffee. At this day, we make a lot of valuable contacts. 
They exchange with us and this is very important.‘ (MEDIA-1, Entrepreneur I) 
    
‘The most important thing within this accelerator is the possibility to make new contacts, to the corporate as 
well as to other companies. The accelerator is quite networked and creates all those necessary linkages to 
business units where we managed to create real trust.’ (TELE-1, Entrepreneur II) 
    
‘Every Monday you have meetings with your investment manager in which you report what you did and what 
you want to attain and where you face any difficulties.’ (REAL-1, Entrepreneur II) 
Reporting    
‘Once in a week, we have an all hands meeting where we report our status quo. Accordingly, we send out mails 
where we clarify what we did within the last days, quite descriptive. But we also strive to come to a more 
metrical sphere. We determine KPIs that are representative for our business. This leads you to continuous 
review of your business model.’ (TECH-2, Entrepreneur I) 
    
‘Within this three month, you have two mentor days where you get contact to diverse mentors from different 
industry sectors. You get feedback and support to develop your product further.’ (MEDIA-1, Entrepreneur II) 
Mentoring    
‘I think that with their feedback, the mentors have the greatest influence on the development of our business 
model. Of course, it is questionable how useful 20 minutes sessions are. But it does something to your business 
model as you start to formulate your business more concrete and simplified. […] But now, we do have lead 
mentors with whom we have more intense sessions.’  (TECH-2, Entrepreneur I) 
    
‘This mentor madness was the most valuable aspect within the program simply due to the reason that you need 
to explain your business to many mentors in a few minutes. Thereby you learn a lot about your own business 
model. You get lots of ideas and approaches of which you did not think of in the beginning. […] This was a good 
proof of concept for us.’ (HOSP-1, Entrepreneur II) 
    




‘If you as an entrepreneur-in-residence here find a business idea with drones, which has some relation to 
insurance, you basically can build some kind of business model around it.’ (INSUR-1, Entrepreneur I) 
ii) Opportunities are 
valuable, hidden 
objects: To be 
discovered and grasped 
‘You get to know the problem the corporate faces. […] And then we discovered that autonomous driving is a hot 
topic within the company. So you enter discussions with the relevant business units and start a pilot to seize new 
opportunities.’ (MOBIL-1, Entrepreneur II) 
   
‘But from the start, we built the service with the attend of selling and offering it outside of our home country. We 
were very tuned to the needs – you know – of the markets abroad - from day one basically.’ (HOSP-1, 
Entrepreneur I) 
 iii) Markets are 




‘It is necessary for us that our technology stays flexible, meaning that when a new trend emerges we need to be 
able to react quite quickly. That’s why we are keen to the questions: What happens tomorrow? What happens 
the day after tomorrow? So we consider the big picture.‘ (ENERGY-1, Entrepreneur I) 





Our data analysis surfaces seven embodied concepts representing bodily interactions of 
the entrepreneur with the environment. These cognitive tasks can be differentiated into 
offline tasks—prototyping—and online tasks—pitching, coaching, conversing, 
networking, reporting, and mentoring. Those embodied concepts are emphasized as 
undergirding entrepreneurial reasoning in business model design. 
First, with respect to offline cognitive tasks, our analysis shows that entrepreneurs 
engage in prototyping to build viable products that solve customer problems. As new 
ventures often face problems with their initial products, changes caused by prototyping 
underline optimizations in the inherent business model. Prototyping typically refers to 
cognitive tasks that are decoupled from the environment, as highlighted by one 
entrepreneur: 
The product did change since we recognized that our customers were not at 
our stage.… There were too many problems with our initial product. You 
need to look at your business and identify things on which you can build. 
What are the topics that are interesting to customers? What do you need to 
change in order to solve customer problems? (TELE-1, Entrepreneur II) 
Second, with respect to online cognitive tasks, we found the pitching of the business 
plan to constitute an important concept of the entrepreneurial process. Interviewed 
entrepreneurs emphasized pitching as the most central point in obtaining approval for 
the venture. As pitching is intended to attract investors and other audiences, it offers a 
platform for discussing the business to induce advancement. Third, our findings show 
that entrepreneurs engage in coaching with different stakeholders, both internal and 
external. Coaching sessions offer an open environment for discussing and refining the 
business model and provide insights into distinct tools and practices. Fourth, our 
evidence emphasizes the importance of informally conversing with other entrepreneurs 
in entrepreneurial situations. Conversations typically involve exchange about private, 
social, and business life. Whereas some entrepreneurs indicate to converse about private 




show, networking is of utmost importance in everyday entrepreneurial life. 
Entrepreneurs indicated to have access to an extensive network of valuable contacts that 
they would not have had without being affiliated with the corporate entrepreneurship 
initiative. Sixth, according to our data analysis, entrepreneurs need to periodically report 
on their business in both a descriptive and metric manner. Reporting their status requires 
that entrepreneurs continuously review the progress of their business. Seventh, we found 
that mentoring is an important interaction between entrepreneurs and their stakeholders. 
As entrepreneurs are assigned to collateral mentors, they face a continuous exchange 
about their business model, thus inducing a more concrete and simplified business 
formulation. The entirety of online bodily interactions stated demonstrates that the 
business model is at the center of discussion, a situation that is typically characterized 
by a continuous flow of perceptual information. As one entrepreneur emphasized:  
I think we talk about the business model continuously.… We iterate and try 
to get the best out of it. In every meeting, it is a point of discussion basically. 
(ENERGY-1, Entrepreneur IV) 
By differentiating between offline and online cognitive tasks, we show that much of the 
thinking entrepreneurial cognition is concerned with is occurring in the presence of 
immediate task-relevant contributions and productions. As bodily interactions involve 
perceptual experiences, they determine how concepts and conceptualizations are 
formed. 
Opportunities are valuable, hidden objects to be discovered and grasped 
Our data analysis provides further evidence-driven insights for the prevailing view in 
the situated entrepreneurial cognition literature that opportunities can be conceptualized 
as valuable and hidden objects. In our study, entrepreneurs claim to be concerned with 
the identification and seizing of business opportunities prevalent in the context of 
corporate incubators and accelerators. However, as entrepreneurs are commissioned to 
open up opportunities in the field of the corporate entrepreneurship initiative, discovery 
and recognition of opportunities is constrained in the respective research setting. As one 




So the way it works is; basically, you are hired, just working day-by-day, 
trying to find business ideas already existing or coming up with new ideas, 
young ideas, and then testing them for some kind of relation to the corporate. 
(INSUR-1, Entrepreneur I) 
Entrepreneurs need to possess both the information required to recognize opportunities 
as well as the cognitive capacities to exploit them. By using knowledge structures 
derived from information seeking, entrepreneurs create mental models or schemas that 
assist them in making sense of uncertainty, thus enabling the identification of business 
opportunities. 
Markets are containers to be opened up and positioned within 
Our research findings promote the conceptualization of markets as containers. As 
entrepreneurs strive to develop solutions that accord with market requirements, they 
explicitly attempt to create a product–market fit. Entrepreneurs also endeavor to 
anticipate market changes as soon as possible and to maintain flexibility in reacting to 
those changes reasonably. Thereby, entrepreneurs aim to position their value offerings 
in a space that is characterized by distinct physical boundaries, thus resolving the 
equivocality in conceiving markets. As one entrepreneur highlighted: 
Now we start selling this product. I would not say that this product is finalized 
at some point in time. You continuously identify things that can be optimized. 
We had a product market fit and with the help of the corporation, we were 
able to restructure our business to serve different industry sectors. (HOSP-
1, Entrepreneur II) 
By constructing specific cognitive interpretations, entrepreneurs form beliefs about 
changes in the environment that may represent market opportunities. To act on those 
opportunities, entrepreneurs change the venture’s direction by adapting business 
models. The conceptualization of markets as containers, therefore, implies the 
consideration of entrepreneurship from a situated perspective rather than thinking of it 




4.3 Extended mind thesis: Social agents shape cognition in business model 
design 
The notion of distributed cognition emphasizes the role of other individuals in shaping 
shared mental models. Rather than focusing on individual cognitive processes, the 
extended mind thesis distributes cognition across social agents [5], [10]. As 
entrepreneurs typically work in teams [47]–[50], the extended mind theory offers new 
insights into cognition arising from cognitive transactions between individuals being 
united by mediating artefacts [4]. By considering other individuals as an important 
domain of information and knowledge [54], the concept of transactive memory 
characterizes systemic efficacy as being attributable to each actor’s aptitude in seizing 
information and knowledge from other individuals [53]. The incorporation of distinct 
knowledge communities, however, requires that material artefacts foster collaboration, 
thus representing the notion of boundary objects in distributed cognition. As boundary 
objects circulate among multiple actors, they offer interpretive flexibility [51], [116] for 
individuals to incorporate those artefacts in their activity systems, thereby allowing for 
diverse interpretations [4]. Table 5 shows representative quotes describing the role of 
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Extended mind thesis 
(Distributed cognition) ‘Our corporate is a very big company. I would say that the norms of people working in such a big company are 
used to influence us. Basically, the processes are very low and if you need to get the agreement of your 
supervisor it takes so long to get implemented somewhere. And that is problematic for a startup as we do not 
have a long runway. […] So actually this kind of conflict between the impression of the idea of a start-up which 
basically means ‘Ok, I want to get this done. I believe in my solution’ and on the other hand that big company 
which says ‘Ok well, you are only four people, how are you trying to sell me something which I do not even 
know whether or not it is still existent in half a year?’ And that kind of barrier needs to be somehow crossed.’ 
(MOBIL-1, Entrepreneur I) 
Corporate 
‘I think we were more concerned about understanding the corporate lingo and understanding the corporate 
culture.’ (ENERGY-1, Entrepreneur III) 
  
‘When you look at the corporate mentors, they have an essential influence on your business model. Our 
corporate mentors are quite important to us as they allow to do pilots.’ (TECH-2, Entrepreneur I) 
   
‘I think that the pitching or the representation of the business model towards the accelerator program is more 
on a side ‘How can we generate benefit without having a too much detailed look on that the numbers are right 
in the first place?’. […] So maybe to sum it up, the internal representation is more on the ‘How can we 
innovate?’-side and on the external side it is more ‘How can we have a business model that works for the 




   
‘No, actually, I mean of course pressure – it is how you define it – for example the accelerator was in that kind 
of sense quite under pressure […] because they expected some progress. So that kind of pressure is there and of 
course it has to because otherwise there is no outcome. But there is definitely not such a pressure like ‘You now 
need to bring this cost down because otherwise you are out of the accelerator!’ So feedback is more constructive 
and not like ‘Either you get it like this or you are out!’ So that is maybe the difference in pressure.’ (MOBIL-1, 
Entrepreneur I) 
   




‘How do they get us there? I think that is this schedule. You need to pitch, you see the progress. When you 
change your business idea, your pitch changes. You see the progress of the other startups. You have meetings 
with investor managers. You have different workshops with diverse content. They give you an agenda to make 
you consciously dealing with problems.’ (MEDIA-1, Entrepreneur I) 
‘This is a different kind of discussion, it is more about small talk. You are not deeply interested in the business of 
the others, because you do not have the time to have a critical look at this. […] One exchanges about the 
problems each startup faces.‘ (BANKL-1, Entrepreneur I) 
Fellow startups    
‘Moreover, there are the other founders with whom we share a network where you have open exchange. We face 
the same problems, need to make the same steps and there we have synergy effects. We have a quite open 
culture, without major secrets, where everybody dares to talk about problems and to collectively find solutions.’ 
(INSUR-1, Entrepreneur II) 
    
 Extern    
‘So obviously ensuring that there is a market, customers and the customers are willing to buy it and that there is 
a value proposition – and probably for the investors the most important – is the business risky, is it going to 
make money, how quickly is it going to make that money? And I think probably the investors are […] less 
concerned about the products, they are more concerned about the business in general.’ (ENERGY-1, 
Entrepreneur II) 
Investors    
‘To be honest, the investors are a lot more difficult to convince […] The investors will only invest if they think 
it’s a viable business and low risk. They won’t invest if they are not interested  – it is not like they have money 
that they have to invest.’ (AVIA-1, Entrepreneur II) 
    
‘At the end of the day, it is important what you claim in your business plan and this needs to be somehow 
adapted to the needs of an investors. It needs to be obvious to the investor that we deeply dealt with the business 
model, that it is plausible.’ (MEDIA-1, Entrepreneur I) 
    
‘We have a very diverse customer group and to get an idea on how to proceed is quite important. In particular 
the experience of our mentors let us get access to KPIs and insights from our industry which we would not have 
had without their support. Thereby, we get an idea on how to put our objectives into practice.’ (MEDIA-1, 
Entrepreneur II) 
Mentors    
‘We have a high opinion of our mentors. Often, we start discussing something with them and suddenly, we 
recognize that we discussed some different topic in the end. However, when we meet our mentors, at times only 
for coffee, we somehow made progress and get to know new things.’ (AUTO-1, Entrepreneur I) 









‘Right know, the European Union controls great fields in respect of data security et cetera. And the new 
regulation, which kind of points the way, offers us great possibilities in respect of our business solution.’ 
(ENERGY-1, Entrepreneur I) 
Society 
 
‘People from politics and from governmental institutions, they really don’t make things easy in terms of making 
progresses faster, application processes faster. This is because they don’t know what it means to have a 
company and that two month in their world is a very long period in my world. I think that this is the difference.’ 
(TELE-2, Entrepreneur I) 
    
‘The government decided on no gas connection anymore in 2030. So that all helped us maybe in straightening 
our ideas even more, that this is a good way, so that this is the right direction for the company.’ (ENERGY-1, 
Entrepreneur IV) 
    
‘So when we were developing our product we did a lot of interaction with the customers or potential customers, 
so obviously we did a lot of work with the customer directly when designing it, we were testing it with the 
customers, so we did a lot of that customer focus. And then doing the marketing, so we were developing the 
marketing strategy, we also did a lot of interaction with the customer, finding the best way to sell our products. 
[…] Obviously, to the customer – we are not presenting the business, we are just presenting to them the 
product.’ (RETAIL-1, Entrepreneur I) 
Customers    
‘For a customer the value he or she receives is most important. However, this depends on our target group of 
customers.’ (TECH-1, Entrepreneur I) 
    
‘Of course, we orientate our value proposition on what the customer is interested in or what the customer needs. 
We do not sell different things, but we present the value added in different ways, depending on customer target 
groups.’ (AUTO-1, Entrepreneur I) 
    
‘You do have your family that somehow has an influence on your individual person, your wife or husband, or 
partner. They are interested in us and you describe your business to them. Whether or not this is relevant to our 




   
‘We do have many different stakeholders. Besides the accelerator and mentors, we do have our private 
environment which has an impact on us.’ (MEDIA-1, Entrepreneur II) 
    
‘Friends and colleagues do have insight in our business because we are in close exchange with them. […] They 
give essential input. They are our most relevant external influencing factors.’ (TELE-1, Entrepreneur II) 















‘Right now, it is quite attractive for corporate and startups to work together. There are synergy effects and 
added value for both parties. […] There a couple of topics which we could not work on ourselves because we 
lack the access to resources or markets. […] We are able to work together with business units that know a lot of 
business models within this field. They do have a great intuition for those markets which offers us the possibility 







extension with other 
people 
‘I do think that from a specific point in time you need to trust people who have the knowledge, who know the 
market and products.’ (HOSP-1, Entrepreneur II) 
    
‘To some parties, one is more honest with a different focus, different numbers or facts. It is obvious that we talk 
to investors differently than we talk to our mentors. The business model is communicated in the same way but 
our strategy, how we aim to attain our objectives is dependent on the person you talk to. Especially in our 
startup sphere, we get to know where we are lacking knowledge and what we need to learn in the future. And it 
is the great question to whom you are talking, whether or not you can demonstrate that you do not have a clue 





   
‘A pitch in front of investors is different than a pitch in front of customers or partners. This is quite flexible. If 
you talk about your business model, different stakeholders are interested in different elements of your business. 
For investors the value proposition might not be that important as it is to customers. There are different 
elements that are taken into account with respect to different stakeholders.’ (HOSP-1, Entrepreneur II) 
   
‘We had developed our business model in some parts. But during the work in the incubator and through all this 
feedback and coaching we refined our model and extended it to different branches which we did not think of in 
the beginning.’ (HEALTH-1, Entrepreneur I) 
 iii) Boundary objects: 
Mediators of distributed 
cognition systems 
  
‘I think every meeting influences you in a sense that you think about all this stuff twice, at least. You make 
iterations, I think we changed the business model a few times, recalculating it from the upside, right side, left 
side, we didn’t really care of which side but we just calculated all the stuff and this influence came mainly 
from our stakeholders. […] The business model is a great way to step up.’ (ENERGY I, Entrepreneur IV) 




Extended mind theory: Cognitive systems are distributed across brains, other people, 
and objects 
According to the extended mind theory, our evidence reveals that entrepreneurs interact 
with eight diverse stakeholder groups, representing cognition to be distributed in our 
research setting. These audiences can be categorized as internal stakeholder groups—
corporate, corporate entrepreneurship initiative, fellow startups—and external 
stakeholder groups—investors, mentors, society, customers, and family and friends. 
This distribution of cognition across different actors is posited to affect entrepreneurial 
reasoning in business model design.  
First, with respect to internal stakeholder groups, our analysis shows that 
entrepreneurs interact with representatives of the corporation that is backing the 
particular corporate incubator or accelerator. While our data suggest that these 
interactions substantially influence the business model by drawing on rich expertise, 
entrepreneurs likewise reported constraints that are embedded in these interactions. 
Specifically, our respondents claimed to feel the need to cross barriers during these 
interactions, as they need to understand the specific corporate lingo. Second, and in 
contrast, our analysis highlights the management of corporate entrepreneurship 
initiatives to be in more proximity to entrepreneurs. Although expecting some progress 
of the venture, they provide an agenda to consciously deal with problems, thereby 
concentrating on the innovation side of the business. Third, entrepreneurs engage in 
relationships with fellow startups. Through personal exchanges, interactions with fellow 
startups allow sharing of practices with other startups facing similar problems, thereby 
generating synergy effects. Characterizing these exchanges as informal, one 
entrepreneur described internal interactions with other stakeholders as follows:  
We can support each other. We have similar problems, similar topics about 
which we exchange and get input from others. Some of our startups have 
more experience in some fields, whereas we made more progress in a 
different aspect. It is a more private exchange since we spend a lot of time 




having a coffee. This is definitely quite important. (MEDIA-1, Entrepreneur 
II) 
Fourth, with respect to external stakeholder groups, our research findings emphasize 
that interactions with investors are vital to the persistence of the venture as investors 
provide essential financial resources. Entrepreneurs claim that investors are less 
concerned about the product and more interested in the risk level of the business in 
general. Fifth, our data analysis highlights that exchange between entrepreneurs and 
mentors provides reality checks because mentors draw on a comprehensive set of 
experiences. In particular, this interaction allows entrepreneurs to get access to industry 
knowledge and encourages them to put their objectives into practice. Sixth, our data 
emphasize the important role of society, as entrepreneurs need to comply with 
governmental regulations. Those regulations affect the venture’s progress as they may 
enable or constrain entrepreneurial businesses. Seventh, our data show close 
relationships with the customer base to be vital. As the value proposition constitutes the 
core of the business, entrepreneurs develop it in line with customer interest. Eighth, our 
data analysis highlights the relevance of family and friends in the venture’s progress. 
Whereas some entrepreneurs stress that family and friends are relevant influencing 
factors, others emphasize that their influence on the business model is indirect being due 
to their impact on the people-side of the business. In discussing different external 
stakeholder groups, one entrepreneur described the exchange more formally: 
Considering our business model, it is important to build use cases with 
customers. The central point is where we want to go, focusing on relevant 
use cases. Therefore, the exchange with mentors is essential. With the 
mentors, we did some reality checks, looked at our business model from an 
external perspective and tried to figure out whether or not we are on the right 
track. (AUTO-1, Entrepreneur I) 
By distinguishing between internal and external stakeholder groups, we show that 
entrepreneurs interact with a variety of audiences regarding the design of new business 
models, thus emphasizing a transition from individual cognition to the collective level. 




how different perspectives translate into a collective understanding of the business 
model.  
Transactive memory: Cognitive extension with other people 
As our evidence shows, the collected accounts commonly highlight the role of shared 
cognition in business model design in the context of corporate incubators and 
accelerators. Our resultant argumentation is twofold. On the one hand, we denote the 
retrieval of information from knowledge domains, while on the other hand, we 
characterize the communication of information from knowledge domains. Concerning 
information retrieval, entrepreneurs admit to relying on experiences and knowledge 
retrieved from different stakeholder groups to design their business model. However, 
owing to an inherent information asymmetry between all stakeholders engaging in 
corporate entrepreneurship initiatives, this transfer of knowledge operates in a duplex 
mode. Enabling synergy effects between the corporate and the entrepreneurial business, 
entrepreneurs share information about the business with relevant audiences, thus 
characterizing distributed cognition among actors. As one entrepreneur put it: 
I personally and also my team, we are having a much better understanding 
of how we need to act in order to have a chance to put a product in their 
world, and which kind of processes we need to overcome and regulations and 
so on in order to really get it done. So this kind of “David against Goliath” 
kind of thing is very helpful in this case because you can make a deep dive 
and understand what drives those companies which you would otherwise 
never had the chance to. (MOBIL-1, Entrepreneur I) 
With respect to the communication of information from knowledge domains, 
entrepreneurs claim to adapt their pitches or narratives depending on the message they 
assume the receiver expects in a specific situation. As the value proposition of the 
business model might not be as important to investors as it is to customers, different 
elements of the business model are emphasized following the interests and normative 
beliefs of audiences—an approach that enables favorable interpretations of the business 




their communication of information between individuals, thus engaging in a critical 
mechanism of mediation. As one entrepreneur summarized:  
It depends significantly on the situation. On the one hand, we have pitches or 
presentations, and on the other hand, we have talks with our friends and 
families. The pitch changes depending on the perspective. In some cases I 
explain the business from a consumer perspective or for investors, I focus 
more on the strategic side.… The pitch changes depending on the message 
we think the receiver needs right now. (INSUR-1, Entrepreneur II) 
Boundary objects: Mediators of distributed cognition systems 
Our data analysis puts forth the business model as a boundary object in our research 
setting. While circulating among heterogeneous stakeholder groups, it creates individual 
meaning to various actors while maintaining its relevance for the entrepreneurs owning 
the business model. As one entrepreneur emphasized: 
When we entered the program, we had a different business model. Within the 
program, we recognized that we will not move forward with this old model. 
Partners told us that for our particular customer groups, we need to do things 
differently.… After a few months, we are more stable within our model. To 
get there you need to keep an eye on the big picture and thereby the incubator 
helped a lot. (ENERGY-1, Entrepreneur I) 
As a framework for crafting and testing theories about value creation and capture, the 
business model brings together material objects and social actors, enabling bodily 
interactions among them. Resultantly, entrepreneurs construct their business model as a 
central point of triangulation. Our respondent entrepreneurs generate the business model 
as a representation of shared cognition to be continuously refined, thereby establishing 
coherence and comprehensibility among actors. By incorporating various individual 
perceptions and interpretations, we further stress the notion of a business model as 
narrative device, thus building the system of the business it represents.  
4.4 Interrelatedness of material objects, bodily interactions, and social agents 
Our data analysis reveals that an isolated consideration of entrepreneurial cognition as 




system falls short in capturing the holistic nature of entrepreneurial cognition in business 
model design. According to our research, the source of entrepreneurial cognition lies 
predominantly in the network that is produced by material objects and social actors, 
thereby requiring particular attention to the reciprocal interference between them 











As our data show, entrepreneurs engage in diverse interactions with material objects and 
social actors. Whereas offline cognitive tasks mainly characterize interactions with 
material objects, interactions with social stakeholders are characterized by online 
cognitive tasks representing the continuous flow of perceptual information. 
Emphasizing the shared use of material objects as being characterized by online 
cognitive tasks, the extended mind thesis best approximates our view of situated 
entrepreneurial cognition. However, this view of cognition as being distributed among 
social actors shifts the focus of analysis to the collective level. By neglecting the 
individual side of entrepreneurial cognitive systems, this thesis falls short in entirely 
capturing the facets of situated entrepreneurial cognition. As our analysis revealed, 
entrepreneurs equally engage in cognitive tasks that are decoupled from their immediate 
business environment. 
Moreover, our study interprets boundary objects as taking a more central position 
in serving as a major point of triangulation, as portrayed in our framework. The 
underlying rationale is twofold. First, our study findings adhering to the embedding 
thesis of situated entrepreneurial cognition and more specifically, to the micro-processes 
of innovation, show that the material objects entrepreneurs are engaging with conform 
with the business model components value proposition, value creation, and value 
capture. A change in one component will result in changes in business model design, 
thus fostering business model innovation in the respective research setting. Second, as 
our data analysis further points to the business model as the central artefact bringing 
together multiple actors and material objects engaging in interactions, business models 
constitute an ideal unit of analysis in entirely capturing entrepreneurial cognition in 
business model design. As intermediaries circulating around social systems, boundary 
objects not only emphasize the relationships between material objects and social actors, 








This study sought to improve the understanding of situated entrepreneurial cognition in 
the specific social context of corporate entrepreneurship initiatives. By uncovering the 
dynamics that unfold between entrepreneurial cognition and contextual factors 
influencing the design of new business models, we respond to calls for a more dynamic 
view of entrepreneurial cognition (e.g., [8], [10]). Building on extant research on 
entrepreneurial cognition, our study addresses the need to empirically ground and 
advance the conceptualization of situated entrepreneurial cognition [4]. To do so, we 
applied a constant comparative method following a narrative perspective, which 
provides new insights into the manifestation of situated entrepreneurial cognition and 
the crucial influence of the entrepreneurial context on the situatedness of cognition. 
5.1 Theoretical implications 
Our theoretical framework of situated entrepreneurial cognition spawns the nexus of the 
individual and context, offering distinct research implications and opportunities to 
further advance its theoretical conceptualization.  
First, our findings strengthen and further detail the theoretical framework of Dew et 
al. [4], which provides the prominent approach to organize scholarly work on situated 
cognition research. Specifically, in uncovering entrepreneurial reasoning in business 
model design, we provide fine-grained, evidence-based insights for the embedding 
thesis, the embodiment thesis, and the extended mind thesis, respectively. While these 
theses share a common view of investigating situated cognition by going beyond the 
individual, they have different foci of interest. Relatedly, our study findings highlight 
the concurrent manifestation of material objects, bodily interactions, and social agents 
as crucial determinants for situated entrepreneurial cognition. Exemplary, our study 
shows that entrepreneurs engage with a diversity of material objects influencing their 
cognition. As acting toward and with objects affects micro-processes of innovation, it 
equally creates relationships that inherit passionate and motivational aspects [10], [36], 




and material objects [31], [33]. Our data analysis also highlights bodily interactions to 
undergird entrepreneurial reasoning in business model design. Being contoured by how 
cognitive systems utilize the human body as external informational structures [31], 
bodily interactions complement internal representations [11], [39], [40], [113], causing 
cognition to result from bodily interactions with the environment [5], [38]. Whereas 
cognition studies often focus on offline cognitive tasks that are decoupled from the 
environment [4], our evidence emphasizes that entrepreneurial thinking involves online 
cognitive tasks characterized by a continuous flow of perceptual information. Moreover, 
our study shows that, in our research setting, entrepreneurs interact with diverse 
audiences. By sharing expertise and experiences [54], stakeholders collectively act 
toward the design of new business models [47]–[50], causing cognition to result from 
the distribution across multiple agents [5], [10], [46]. By incorporating the three theses 
in the empirical examination of situated entrepreneurial cognition, our study provides 
rich evidence for the inference that entrepreneurial cognition is embedded, grounded, 
and distributed [4]. We confirm and further detail the to date theoretically derived 
framework as a viable conceptualization in analyzing and organizing an extensive and 
diverse body of research in the domain of situated entrepreneurial cognition. 
Second, in addition to concentrating on the manifestations of material objects, 
bodily interactions, and agents spanning a social system, we focused our investigation 
on the interactions between these three dimensions at different levels of analysis. Our 
evidence suggests that the three theses within the framework do not constitute 
independent categories but interrelate in entrepreneurial practice. In this regard, our 
study responds to the call to develop a precise operationalization of conceptual elements 
within situated entrepreneurial cognition research [4]. Notably. our findings show that 
the isolated consideration of material objects, bodily interactions, or other social actors 
fails to fully capture the multi-faceted nature of situated entrepreneurial cognition in 
business model design. Instead, deriving from our study, we assert that situated 
entrepreneurial cognition results from material objects, social agents, and the 




can be conceptually positioned toward the notion of distributed cognition. However, we 
likewise suggest that distributed cognition does not fully account for cognition at the 
individual level. As entrepreneurial cognition typically involves cognitive tasks that are 
decoupled from the environment [30], [40], situated cognition research should foster the 
nexus between the individual and collective level of entrepreneurial reasoning. 
Third, our study findings suggest that the notion of business models as boundary 
objects should receive more consideration in theorizing entrepreneurial cognition. In the 
framework informing our research, the boundary object receives only minor 
acknowledgement in mediating between different stakeholders. Given this, it is not an 
integral component of the other theses, i.e. embedding thesis and embodiment thesis, of 
situated entrepreneurial cognition authored by Dew et al. [4]. However, as our data 
analysis shows, the business model takes an essential role in the embedding thesis of 
situated entrepreneurial cognition, entailing several implications. Specifically, the 
findings indicate that entrepreneurs intensively engage with material objects 
representing attributes of the value proposition, value creation, and value capture of the 
new venture. Thus, material objects enhance the mental activity of entrepreneurs, 
thereby relating to and adding detail to the authored business model components. 
Consequently, ongoing changes in these underlying objects cause changes in the 
business model configuration. As the design of new business models is one central 
objective of corporate entrepreneurship initiatives, the interactions between 
entrepreneurs and material objects merit to receive more research attention. 
Furthermore, referring to the embodiment thesis, our findings show that business 
models connect material objectives and multiple stakeholders. As business models 
account for the interactions among them, they represent a central triangulation point 
[57]. [56], Representing the inherent information and knowledge asymmetry, business 
models potentially provide deep insights into shared cognition. Also, business models 
account for cognitive tasks that are decoupled from the environment. Therefore, 




interrelations between the individual and collective elements of situated entrepreneurial 
cognition. 
Moreover, our analysis shows that business models act as a narrative device[69]–
[71] in corporate entrepreneurship initiatives. Embodying various perceptions and 
interpretations [13], [55], business model components offer flexibility in 
communicating customer value notions. In this perspective, our study relates to and 
further differentiates the work of Doganova and Eyquem-Renault [13], highlighting the 
narrative and calculative element inherent in the business model. The holistic and multi-
faceted nature of the business model enables its use as a narrative device to circulate 
among heterogeneous social actors, thereby coordinating their actions while equally 
delivering the informational requirements to each stakeholder group. This way, the 
business model acts as a boundary object, providing continuity and adaption in the 
entrepreneurial process, specifically when innovation demands are spawn between 
multiple agents [13]. Building on this argument, our study findings add a narrative 
dimension to the insights of Wallnöfer and Hacklin [26], who emphasize the resource-
leveraging dimension of business models. By conveying perceptions and normative 
beliefs, the narration representing the business model justifies the exploitation of 
opportunities, thus embedding entrepreneurial agency into a broader contextual 
discourse [26], [76]. The underlying rationale of our argumentation derives from the 
commonly mentioned tactics of entrepreneurs to adapt business model narratives to 
various stakeholder groups. By offering insights into cognitive systems, the narrative 
perspective in business model research is a promising avenue to offer new insights into 
entrepreneurial cognition. 
5.2 Practical implications 
The narrative perspective in our study has enabled the inquisition of how entrepreneurs 
think about value-related resources and activities for their ventures in the setting of 
corporate incubators and accelerators. In this view, business models can be understood 




about value proposition, value creation and capture. In our study, we paid particular 
attention to cognitive processes that entrepreneurs employed to cope with novelty in 
value and contextual dimensions, thereby ideating and designing new business models. 
As the notion of situated entrepreneurial cognition considers individuals to be embedded 
in social systems, our framework has several implications for practitioners. Specifically, 
entrepreneurs need to be attentive to how a variety of contextual factors influences 
reasoning about new business models designs. As corporate entrepreneurship initiatives 
represent contexts accounting for manifold dynamic interactions, entrepreneurs should 
be mindful in instantaneous interactions to nurture sensitivity in understanding the 
influence of material objects and other stakeholders on reasoning. Contextual factors 
can constrain or enhance entrepreneurial reasoning about business model 
configurations. Therefore, cognizant stakeholder management assists in channeling 
different perceptions and normative beliefs in the collective creation of the business 
model as a boundary object. 
Moreover, specifically referring to the narration underlying business models and 
consequently its function as resource lever, entrepreneurs need to develop their own 
understanding of how they aim to influence the audience. As investors and customers, 
among others, carry different perceptual knowledge structures, they will expect different 
variations of the business model narration. Therefore, to mediate communicative 
interaction and to meet expectations, entrepreneurs need to establish complementary 
business model accounts that are of interest to various stakeholder groups, thereby 
considering that narrations themselves are subject to change. 
5.3 Limitations and future research 
Like all research, our study has some limitations, providing avenues for future research. 
First, while the sampled corporate incubators and accelerators provided a rich research 
setting to inquire the dynamics between entrepreneurial cognition and contextual factors 
influencing the design of new business models, it remains questionable to which degree 




how the integrative theoretical framework emerged from the collected evidence in our 
research setting. However, different entrepreneurial contexts are likely to comprise 
additional influences on situated entrepreneurial cognition. Therefore, further scholarly 
work might extend our inquiry beyond this unequivocal setting to further consolidate 
the proposed framework across various entrepreneurial contexts. Referring to our 
research setting, we acknowledge that corporate incubators and corporate accelerators 
differ in their structural manifestation, Therefore, a cross-case analysis would 
potentially strengthen our study’s contribution as it might yield differences in contextual 
factors acting upon entrepreneurial reasoning. Moreover, a cross-case analysis could 
lead to the identification of contrasting patterns considering high performing and low-
performing entrepreneurial teams. As this difference might imply variances in the 
entrepreneurial capacity to construct narratives in respect of resource acquisition, future 
research can add further insights for the role of the business model as a boundary object 
and a narrative device. 
Second, while discursive approaches to studying entrepreneurial cognition typically 
seek to provide coherent explanations of entrepreneurial behavior, they exhibit 
limitations in contexts that are characterized by uncertainty and ambiguity [102]. From 
a phenomenological perspective, discursive approaches in entrepreneurial studies risk 
losing sight of the entrepreneur as a complex human being situated in a social 
environment [102]. Thus, future research should strive to uncover situated 
entrepreneurial cognitions by applying different research methodologies, particularly 
those deriving from phenomenology.  
As our study shows, reasoning in situated entrepreneurial cognition is characterized 
by a close coupling of the entrepreneur and the environment. However, many cognition 
studies emphasize offline cognitive tasks in their inquiry. We recognize that our focus 
on online cognitive tasks might result from our narrative methodology. Future research 
could therefore investigate how contextual differences affecting cognition occur in the 




Finally, relating to the business model as main unit of analysis in our study, we did 
not distinguish between product or service-centered business models. As services 
typically lack the material dimension that is spawn by our research findings, focusing 
on services might create different insights, complementing our theoretical framework. 
Also, our findings emphasize business models as the main point of triangulation. 
Bringing together material objects and social actors, business models constitute a 
boundary object for immediate interaction. As business models consider both the 
individual and collective level of entrepreneurial cognition, they represent an 
appropriate unit of analysis in situated cognition research. However, other 
entrepreneurial artefacts might serve as further boundary objects. Uncovering these 
complementary boundary objects potentially provides additional insights into the 
intriguing phenomenon of situated entrepreneurial cognition. 
5.4 Conclusion 
Situated cognition research suggests that entrepreneurial cognition does not exclusively 
reside within individuals, but results from their interactions with social environments. 
Our inductive study of corporate entrepreneurship initiatives provides rich, evidence-
based insights into the unfolding dynamics between entrepreneurial cognition and 
contextual factors in business model design. By highlighting the manifestation and 
interrelatedness of material objects, bodily interactions, and agents constituting a social 
system, we show that entrepreneurial cognition is both constrained and enabled by its 
social context. Reaching beyond individual cognition, our study argues for a broader 
conceptualization of situated entrepreneurial cognition by taking account of a variety of 
contextual influences being connected and focalized by a more central consideration of 
the business model as boundary object. In sum, our evidence-based framework confirms 
and further conceptualizes the theoretical framework of situated entrepreneurial 
cognition, providing implications for research at the intersection of cognition and 
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